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April 1.—Commission Day.—Norwich Assizes. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


We ARE REQUESTED TO sTaTE that Vice-Chancellor 
Malins has consented to a transfer being made of 
twenty-five or thirty causes to Vice-Chancellor Bacon, 
and it is proposed that some of these shall be re-trans- 
ferred for the purpose of hearing to Mr. Justice Fry. 
Solicitors who have causes before Vice-Chancellor 
Malins should, therefore, be vigilant to observe the 
orders shortly to be made for these purposes. 





ONE NEVER KNows what a day may bring forth, and 
five months have certainly brought forth a very unex- 
pected state of things in the courts of the Chancery 
Division. Two learned judges, with destitution staring 
them in the face, have been recently casting hungry 
eyes at the list of another judge, who has now consented 
togive up some cases; while the learned and ever active 
Master of the Rolls is going to sit in the Appeal Court 
inorder to give time for his list to grow. But with all 
this want of work the fact is that the cause-books of 
the Chancery Division show over 400 untried causes, a 
very large proportion of which consist of causes which, 
after being set down, have been marked as not ready. 





An mrrorTANT Decision of the Master of the Rolls on 
Saturday last, which we note elsewhere (Jn re Printing 
aad Numerical Registering Company, Limited), seems 
to show that very unexpected consequences may flow 
from the insertion of the words “in the winding up of 
any company under the Companies Acts, 1862 and 1864,” 
inthe clause substituted by the Judicature Act, 1875, 
for sub-section 1 of section 25 of the Judicature Act, 1873. 
The intention of the framers of the amending sub-section 
Was probably simply to repeal the rule in Kellock’s case, 
but the terms of the sub-section are so wide that the 
learned Master of the Rolls has felt himself compelled 
to hold that the provisions of the Bankruptcy Act relat- 
ing to the mode of dealing with the proceeds of the sale 
of goods of a trader taken in execution are applicable 
tothe winding up of a company; and, therefore, that 
where a shoriff who has seized and sold the goods of a 
company under an execution receives notice of the pre- 
sentation of a winding-up petition within fourteen days, 
he will hold the proceeds upon trust for the liquidator. 
This is a sta result, but it is the decision of a judge 
Who, in Jn re Albion Steel and Wire Company (26 W. R. 


348), showed himself entirely averse to stretching the 
words of the section, so as to make all the rules the same 
in administration as in bankruptoy. We do not see how 
Vice-Chancellor Hall's decision in Zn re Knoté (26 W. R. 
349, note), can be reconciled with the decision on which 
we have commented, and wo agree with the Master of 





the Rolls that it is very desirable the Court of Appeal 
should pronounce an early opinion upon this subject. 





A pecision of Mr. Justice Fry, on Saturday last, in a 
ease of Burgoine v. Taylor, may serve to point a useful 
moral. The facts were these:—The action was 
originally set down before Malins, V.C. On the 21st of 
February last the Lord Chancellor made an order trans- 
ferring the action (with others) to Fry, J., fortrial. This 
order appeared in the Soutcrrors’ Jovrwat of the 23rd of 
February (attention being specially called to it) and in 
the other legal journals, and the Weekly Notes, in the 
following week, the 2nd of March. The action came 
into the paper for trial on the 13th inst., and continued 
in the paper on the following days until the 18th inst., 
when it stood first in the list. It was called on, but no 
one appeared on behalf of the defendant; and, upon the 
plaintiff's proving his case, judgment was given for him. 
On the 20th inst. the defendant obtained leave to serve 
a notice of motion to set aside the judgment, and to 
restore the action to the list for trial, and this motion 
came on to be heard on the 23rd inst. It was supported 
by affidavits made by the defendant’s solicitor and his 
clerk, to the effect that they were in entire ignorance of 
the order for transfer, and believed that the action was 
still in the list of Malins, V.C., in which it stood more 
than fifty below the actions for trial on the 18th inst. 
The clerk said that on one cr two occasions since January 
he had searched the book kept at the registrars’ office 
containing the list of actions to be tried before Malins, 
V.C., and that since the 12th of January, when the list 
of actions appeared, he had every day carefully watched 
the daily list. of actions for trial before Malins, V.C., as 
it appeared in the Times newzpaper, and compared it 
with the list of the 12th of January. The fact that 
neither the solicitor nor his clerk were aware of the 
transfer was the reasun why counsel had not been in- 
structed on behalf of the defendant. The very similar 
case of Wright v. Clifford (ante, p. 306) was relied on as 
an authority in favour of the application. Fry, J., held 
that nosufficientreason had been shown for his granting the 
application. No ground, he said, was alleged for it but that 
the defendant’s solicitor and his clerk were so negligent 
that they were unaware either of the order for transfer 
or of the fact that the action was in the paper for trial. 
The evidence showed that the defendant’s solicitor took 
in the Weekly Notes, and it was clear that he had ample 
opportunity of becoming acquainted with the transfer, 
and it was well known in the profession that transfers of 
actions for trial were frequently made to his lordship. 
If he were to accede to the application, the result would 
be that the solicitor of a party who had made default in 
appearing at the trial of an action would, in order to get 
the judgment set aside, have to do nothing more than 
prove that he had been grossly negligent. It was not 
right to encourage such negligence, and therefore the 
motion would be refused, with costs. 

We cannot help thinking that this decision is very 
unnecessarily harsh. There was evidence that the solicitor 
was carefully watching for the appearance of the name 
of his action, but unfortunately ian the wrong Tist. 
Surely, the justice"0f the case might have been met in 
the order as to costs. The result of the present decision 
is to punish most severely, not the solicitor, but the 
client. 





Tur sunsect of defaulting lawyers is not a pleasant 
one, but it is one which the accusations recently made 
in Parliament and in the daily newspapers rendered 
it necessary to have cleared up. This has now been 
done to a considerable extent by the er. ingen 
which has appeared in our columns. The as to 
the existing state of the profession, are briefly these :— 
The trade protection society employed by Sir H. W. 
Peek states that the names in the London list — 
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letter D contain seven per cent. of solicitors who have 
availed themselves of the Bankruptcy Act. We have ascer- 
tained, from information furnished by Mr. Munton, that 
the names under the letter W in the London list contain 
barely three per cent. of such solicitors. Now, the correct- 
ness of the assertion as to the letter D of course depends 
upon the accuracy of the officials of the trade protection 
society employed by Sir H. W. Peek; and in a letter 
which contains so many Davies’s and Davis’s, mistakes 
in Christian names are not unlikely to occur. From all 
the opinions we can collect we think it is likely that our 
estimate is a good deal nearer the truth, as regards 
the whole list, than Sir H. W. Peek’s, and we do 
not understand Mr. Munton to dispute this. But 
both Mr. Munton and Sir H. W. Peek suggest 
that the names in the Zaw List are a fallacious test 
of the real state of the profession; that there are a 
large number of practitioners who purposely keep 
their names off the Zaw List by taking out their 
certificates after the time within which their names can 
appear in the Law List. We think both Mr. Mun- 
ton and Sir H. W. Peek will be glad to learn how 
very little foundation there is for these apprehen- 
sions. We are informed that the names of all holders 
of certificates taken out up to January 1 appear in the 
Law List for that year. Now, we believe that the 
number of £9 and £6 certificates taken out during the 
quarter from January 2 to the present time is under a 
hundred. As this period must comprehend all the certi- 
ficates of solicitors who wish to renew but not to appear 
in the Law List, we have here the utmost measure of 
the evil alleged; and when from the number of less than 
one hundred there are deducted the renewals of certifi- 
cates delayed from accidental causes and from other 
causes than pecuniary embarrassment, it will be seen 
how very small is the number of solicitors who desire 
to avoid the publicity of the Law List. The result as 
to the present state of the profession is probably very 
much more satisfactory than either Mr. Munton or Sir 
H. W. Peek can have imagined. 

Nevertheless, we cannot say that we can regard with 
indifferenceevensuch an average as three or four percent., 
nor are Mr. Munton’s statistics as to past failures com- 
forting. It may be incorrect tosay that solicitors fail more 
frequently than doctors; but then doctors are not trusted 
as solicitors are. There is no use in shutting our eyes 
to the fact that the dishonest failure of a solicitor often 
involves widespread distress and keenly-felt loss, and 
that it tends more certainly than in other cases to bring 
discredit on the profession to which the defaulter belongs. 
It is to the interest of solicitors that some means should 
be found for checking the occurrence of dishonest 
failures. The question now is, what shall these means 
be? We may dismiss at once Sir H. W. Peek’s purge, 
which branded alike the unfortunate and the dishonest 
debtor ; that would be both cruel, and, as our able 
correspondent “8S. 8. 0.” points out, to a great extent, 
ineffective. Both this correspondent and Mr. Munton 
indicate that the remedy is to be found in the discipli- 
nary action of the Incorporated Law Society; and it 
certainly appears to us that their suggestions should 
receive the careful consideration of the council of that 
society. 





Loxp Jvusticn Baerr made some useful observations at 
Manchester, on Monday, on the difficulty of measuring 
sentences. A few days before he had inflicted on a 
prisoner, convicted of forging bills of exchange, a penalty 
of twenty years’ penal servitude; in the case before him 
he sentenced a prisoner corvicted of the same offence to 
fifteen months’ imprisonment. The difference between 
the sentences was great, but so also was the differ. 
ence between the guilt of the prisoners, The first was 
an old offender, who had been five times convicted of 
gross dishonesty and three times of forgery; the second 
prisoner had borne a good character for honesty, 
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frugality, and careful attention to business, and had been 
tempted to commit the crime by trade difficulties : 


out of the present state of affairs abroad. The first, in 


short, was about as bad a case, and the second as mild 
a case, as could well be imagined; and the discretion 
allowed to judges in regard to sentences would beg 
mockery if no difference were to be made in the penalties 


-inflicted. The motive which sometimes seems to 0 


to prevent the proportioning of sentences to the guilt of 
the prisoner in the accurate mode adopted by Lord 
Justice Brett is the necessity of making a public 
example. It may be eaid that forging negotiable 
instruments is a very serious offence in a commercial 
country, and the public who hear that a light penalty 
has been inflicted are not aware of the circumstances of 
mitigation. The answer, as to the recent case, is that 
fifteen months’ imprisonment is not a light penalty; it 
is certainly the heaviest term of imprisonment with hard 
labour which should be inflicted. Two years’ imprison- 
ment, we believe, is reckoned almost equivalent to five 
years’ penal servitude. The only mode, however, of 
thoroughly reconciling the two conflicting views to 
which we have referred appears to be the adoption of 
the pious fraud which is stated some years ago to have 
been practised by a learned and tender-hearted judge 
who occasionally passed tremendous sentences on 
prisoners, pour encourager les autres, and then privately 
directed a less sentence to be recorded. The learned 
judge’s brethren on the bench are understood to have 
protested against this practice, and it was discontinued 





Tue Master or THE Rotts has followed up his dictum 
(Re Haycock’s Policy 24 W. R. 291) that an assurance 
company cannot take advantage of the Trustee Relief 
Act where the money secured by the policy is not sub- 
ject to any trust, by an actual decision to that effect 
in the case of Matthew v. The Northern Assurance 
Company. The matter is one of great importance to 
assurance companies, by whom the jurisdiction has been 
largely used in cases where there is a bond fide difficulty 
in ascertaining to whom money secured by a policy is 
due. The practice dates back to a misapprehended 
decision of Vice-Chancellor Wood in 1860, and was 
sanctioned by the late Master of the Rells in 1865, and, 
as the Master of the Rolls himself admitted in Re 


Haycock’s Policy, has been on the whole very beneficial. 
And while it must be admitted that, under the strict 
terms of the Trustee Relief Act, although the person 
paying money into court need not be a trustee, the 


moneys so paid in must belong to some trust, we venture 
to think that so useful a jurisdiction ought not to be thus 
restricted, and that the former practice should be re- 
established by legislation. 





Tue Master or tue Roxzs stated yesterday that, as 
there were several appeals pending in which Lord Justice 
Cotton had been counsel, it had been arranged that as 
soon as he had disposed of his cases he should sit with 
the Appeal Court and hear the appeals. On Tuesday 
last he had disposed of his last cause with witnesses 
then ready, and yesterday of all his adjourned 
summonses and actions without witnesses ; and he had 
accordingly arranged to sit with the Appeal Court om 
Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday in next week, his 
motions being disposed of on Saturday after the un- 
opposed business. His lordship added that the effect of 
his lack of business had been that about thirty actions 
had now been set down, and he hoped, by sitting in the 
Appeal Court for the days above-mentioned, he should 
have just enough work to last him to the end of the 
sittings, 


OOO 
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<ADEMPTION OF SPECIFIC LEGACIES. 


Tux case of Harrison v. Jackson (L. R. 7 Oh. 
Pp. 339) is an excellent example of the operation 
of a well-known equitable doctrine. The testator be- 
queathed certain railway preference stock. The stock 
was afterwards paid off by the company, and the pro- 
ggeds invested by the testator in the purchase of other 
securities, which existed in specie at his death; these 
were held not to pass by the bequest. The Master of 
the Rolls said that these cases were always cases of con- 
straction ; and the law was that the legacy was adeemed 
when the thing was aliened by the testator in his life- 
time. 
It is an old observation that this doctrine often defeats 
the presumable wish of testators; and it is probably 
owing to this that the precise limits of the rule have 
not been very uniformly adhered to. A view which was 
formerly prevalent is shortly expressed in the argument 
of Barker v. Rayner (on app. 2 Russ. 122), “‘ where the 
produce of the thing exists, and the extinction of the 
thing in specie has taken place under such circumstances 
as do not show an intention on the part of the testator 
to adeem what he has given, the preponderance of 
authority is in favour of the doctrine that the legacy 
shall not fail ; and that doctrine is founded on the prin- 
ciple of effectuating the intention of the testator.” 
Lord Eldon’s observations in that case show that he looked 
upon these questions as questions of construction—that 
is to say, it being once established that the gift was of a 
particular thing, and what that thing was being deter- 
mined, nothing else would pass by the gift. ‘This was 
Sir William Grant’s view also, see Slatter v. Norton (16 
Ves. 197); and Vice-Chancellor Leach, in Barker v. 
Rayner (5 Mad. 208), distinctly rejected the principle 
that regard was to be had to the animus adimendi. 
His elaborate judgment seems not to have been referred 
fo in Oukes v. Oakes (9 Hare, 666), where the Vice- 
Chancellor says :—“TI think the present case is more 
strong in favour of [non-ademption], inasmuch as it is 
not shown that the testator in any respect concurred in 
the conversion of the shares into stock.’? Vice-Chan- 
cellor Kindersley, however, in Lee v. Lee (6 W. R. 
$46) says that “ according to the modern view, ademption, 
speaking strictly, is the destruction, or cesser of existence 
of the thing, the subject of the bequest; and it is, or 
may be, utterly irrespective of the testator’s intention.” 
There is a special set of authorities in which the 
Dequest has been of the testator’s share of a deceased 
person’s estate. The property being actually a debt, 
but essentially of a temporary kind, the courts seem to 
have been not averse to reading the gift as referring to 
the property, whether or not actually acquired by the 
testator before his death. Jee v. Lee is a leading 
authority of this kind; it shows that the question is 
here also one of construction. Clarke v. Brown (2 Sm. 
-&G, 524), which was commented upon in the judgment 
in the present case, was a case of the same sort; but it 
was further involved by the circumstance that the testa- 
tor after, as the court held, setting apart a separate 
tund for the legatee, had appropriated part of the fund 
in question to his own use. 
Notwithstanding that the presence or absence of the 
animus adimendi must now, we take it, be regarded as 
terial, we are not aware of any direct decision to 
the effect that a gift is by operation of law adeemed 
when the nature of the property is changed owing to 
an act unauthorized by and beyond the control of the 
owner. There are some modern cases which go against 
ption in such cases, The distinguished judge 
ersley, V.0.) who decided Zee v. Lee observes: 
It is reasonable to draw a distinction, and the cases 
eem to sanction it, between reduction into possession 
ofa debt by the spontaneous act of the testator, and 
simple payment off.” In Jenkins v. Jones (16 W. R. 
665, L. R. 2 Eq, 323) Vice-Chancellor Stuart decided 
that there was no ademption caused by the un- 








authorized conversion of the property during the 
testator’s lunacy; and principally, it would seem, on this 
authority, Mr. Pope, in his recent book on lunacy, lays 
it down, as a rule, that dealing with the property of a 
lunatic without legal authority, and not in the ordinary 
course of business, will not cause ademption. In 
Domvile v. Taylor (32 Beay. 604) there was a specific 
bequest of all the testator’s plate. He was entitled to 
some plate in which his father had a life interest. This 
the father sold tortiously, and Lord Romilly said “as to 
the £894 [the parchase-money of the plate in question] 
there is not much difficulty; the wrongful act of the 
father could not alter the right.” 

Re Pilkington’s Trusts (6 .N. R. 246), in which 
Vice-Chancellor Stuart held that a specific bequest of 
railroad bonds which were convertible into stock of a 
new company, was not adeemed by the testator himself 
making the conversion, probably goes too far to be 
treated as a case of much authority. In Oakes 
v. Oakes, the bequest in the will was, “I give 
- « . all my Great Western Railway shares and all 
other the railway shares which I shall be possessed of 
at . . my decease.” The Great Western shares 
were before the testator’s death converted by the com- 
pany into stock; and the testator at his death possessed 
other similar stock, besides some railway shares. Sir 
George Turner held that the stock representing the old 
shares passed to the legatee, but not the other stock; 
observing that the former was substantially the thing 
specifically given, though in a different shape. The 
effect of that decision we take to be this: that if the 
description of the thing is not substantially changed, 
there is no ademption; aud upon the particular facts, 
the difference in description was of so minute a kind, 
that, according to the recent decision of the House of 
Lords in Morrice v. Aylmer (25 W. R. 5387, L. R.7 
H. L. 717), the testator’s general railway stock might 
have passed with the shares under the general name of 
shares. 

On the whole it would seem that there is no con- 
siderable weight of decided authority against ademption 
taking place even when the conversion is without the 
testator’s authority; and although the Master of the 
Rolls, in Harrison v. Jackson, only states the doctrine as 
applying when the subject-matter “has been aliened by 
the testator,’ it cannot be said to be by any means settled 
that it does not cover all cases where the thing is not 
specifically in existence at the testator’s death. No 
doubt a strong case for a distinction arises when the 
conversion is made without legal authority and the 
testator is never afterwards of testable capacity, as the 
facts were in Jenkins v. Jones ; and it may be that, when 
the doctrine comes to be considered in its entirety, an 
exception from the rule will be recognized only under 
those circumstances, or under circumstances of actual 
fraud, This is the view expressed by Lord Harcourt 
in the old case of Shaftesbury v. Shaftesbury (2 Vern. 
747), where the gift in question was of goods in a 
certain house; the Chancellor said that the legatee 
might have been entitled to relief if the goods had been 
removed from the house by fraud or practice on purpose 
to disappoint the legacy, or by a tortious act unknown 
to the testator. 





The Board of Legal Studies in the University of Cam- 
bridge announce that the subjects for the Law Tripos, 1830, 
are as follows :—Jurispradence—“ Austin’s Analysis of 
Pervading Notions" (Lect. 12-27), Compare the treat- 
ment of the different subjects in “ Blackstone’s Com- 
mentaries” and “Markby’s Elements of Law.” Roman 
Law—" Institutes” of Gaius and Justinian, Digest 41. 
1. Questions on Roman Law and its history will be set in 
these papers, together with es for translation, The 
English aw of Real and Personal Property. English 
Criminal Law. The History of Taxation in En:land, with 
special reference to Parliamentary and jadicial proceedings 
connected therewith. Public International Law. Essays or 
Problems on the subjects of examination. 
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ANOTHER VIEW OF ANGUS v. DALTON. 


Tux importance of the question involved in this decision, 
and the general interest it has created, seem to justify 
the insertion of the following observations with which we 
have been favoured by a correspondent, who, however, 
gives the go-by to several of the most weighty of the 
considerations we have urged against the decision :—I do 
not propose to discuss this matter with a view to pro- 
nouncing an opinion whether, on the authorities or by 
English law as it is, the judgment is right or wrong. I 
would rather try to consider the question what the law 
ought to bein relation to the broad considerations of 
justice and expediency which should be its guiding 
principles with regard to conflicting rights of owners of 
property. It is obviously essential to a right view of 
what the law ought to be on the subject involved in 
Angus v. Dalton to determine the true nature of a pre- 
scriptive right. On what basis does the justice of allow- 
ing rights to be obtained by prescription stand ? 

Now it would certairly appear that the basis of pre- 
scriptive rights is not so clearly defined by the legal 
authorities as could be desired. The doctrine of pre- 
scription, as developed in the course of our legal decisions, 
seems to fluctuate from one to the other of two distin- 
guishable notions. One is the notion of the expediency 
of respecting protracted enjoyment, the other the notion 
of grant by acquiescence on the part of the owner of the 
servient tenement. These two notions certainly tend by 
nature to become mixed up, but they are not necessarily 
so. -There may be protracted enjoyment and yet no 
acquiescence of the owner of the servient tenement. 
These two notions mark the lines of divergence between 
the judgments of Cockburn, C.J., and Mellor, J., on the 
one hand, and Lush, J., on the other, in the case on 
which I am commenting. The majority hold that the 
doctrine of prescription depends on the acquiescence of 
the owner of the servient tenement in that which he had 
a right and an opportunity to resist. They hold that it 
is wholly contrary to principle that twenty years’ enjoy- 
ment should confer a right when there is nothing what- 
ever to raise a presumption of acquiescence on the part 
of the owner of the servient tenement. In the 
case of support a man could not be expected to 
excavate his own land or pull down his house to 
show his neighbour that he did not acquiesce in 
his enjoyment of the right of support. Lush, J., on the 
other hand, goes on the ground that a variety of rights 
have always been held to attach to an ancient house 
independent of any evidence of acquiescence on the part 
of the owner of the servient tenement. 

The course of the law on the subject which led to the 
passing of the Prescription Act is well-known, and is 
lucidly sketched in the Chief Justice’s judgment. First of 
of all the doctrine was that prescription depended on im- 
memctial enjoyment. But, in the practical application of 
this doctrine, it was held in later times, that proof of 
twenty years’ enjoyment was sufficient evidence of imme- 
morial enjoyment until acommencement of such enjoyment 
was shown. This was obviously a tremendous stretching 
of the old doctrine. 1¢ would appear that the doctrine 
of acquiescence had come to be very generally treated as 
the real basis of prescription at the time when this later 
doctrine prevailed, whatever may have been the case in 
earlier days. I cannot, however, think that acquiescence 
‘was really the source of the original notion of prescrip- 
tion by immemorial enjoyment. I cannot help thinking 
the original notion was simply that of respecting enjoy- 
ment 60 ancient that no origin of it could be shown, 
Buch enjoyment was presumed to be legal and of right. 
It might be legal and of right, or it might not in fact. 
The presamption in favour of such long enjoyment was 
that it was the former. No donbt, directly judges began 
to reason about it, the presumption of a grant was made 
the logical basis of the doctrine, but I cannot think that 
stbsequent acquiescence was the source from which 
the presumption really arose, I think that, when the 








matter comes to be reasoned out, it is the only sour 
from which the presumption can logically and in reason 
arise, because, in the absence of acquiescence, the pre. 
sumption is entirely arbitrary, and no such presumption 
can be reasonable as a matter of logic. Such 

sumptions may be made by the law as convenient fictions, 
but then, in truth, the desired result is the source of the 
presumption; the premiss is assumed for the sake of 
the conclusion, Any one who considers the sanctity of 
use and wont in the early stages of legal development 
can hardly, I think, doubt the truth of the view I haye 


expressed. It appears to have been found that in - 


practice difficulties arose from going too far back, and 
the advantage of quieting long enjoyment, probably, 
became more and more apparent ; consequently, statutes 
were from time to time passed establishing fresh periods 
as the limit of legal memory. This process, however, 
was not continued, and the period necessary to constitute 
immemoriality grew larger; but then, as already 
mextioned, came the system of admitting twenty yeany 
user as prima facie evidence of immemoriality and also 
of presuming a lost grant. 

Now, it is obvious that directly you limit the period of 
immemoriality and make some shorter period do duty 
for an immemorial period, you have shifted somewhat 
the legal basis of the doctrine of prescription. You can 
no longer say—as the real origin of the enjoyment cannot 
be found it may have been one which confers a legal 
right. When such a comparatively shert period as 
twenty years’ enjoyment is sufficient to turn mere actual 
enjoyment into a right restrictive of a neighbour's pre- 
existing rights, the case is very much altered. It was 
natural that, when the period of enjoyment upon whicha 
prescription arose was shorter, a tendency should exist 
to lean upon some other considerations than mere length 
of enjoyment to support the prescriptive right. Con- 
siderations, not only of technical principle, but of sub- 
stantial justice became involved. It may be fair and 
reasonable enough to presume against the owner of a 
servient tenement without any evidence of acquiescence 
where there has been really very ancient if not imme- 
morial enjoyment; it is quite a different thing to say, 
because my neighbour happens to have built his house 
twenty years before I had any occasion to excavate my 
land, he is without any acquiescence on my patt to 
acquire an easement most onerous upon me. A dis. 
tinction occurs to me with relation to this doctrine of 
acquiescence that does not seem to have been much 
dwelt upon—viz., the distinction between acquiescence in 
acts which give a right of action to the owner againat 
whom the easement is acquired and those which do not. 
It seems to me reasonable where a man might bring 
an action, and does not for a period of twenty years, 
raise against him an easement by reason of his acquies- 
cence, but with regard to acts not actionable it does not 


seem so reasonable. It does not seem to me that, 


properly speaking, thore can be said to be any acquies- 
cence at all in the case of the latter class of acts. In 
the case of a mill-dam the easement is acquired by 
acquiescence in actionable acts ; in the case of light it» 
otherwise. The case of the easement of light seems 
really fatal to the possibility of supposing that acquies 
cence is the real basis of prescription. It seems to me 
that the easement of light cannot in truth result from ac 
quiescence, whatever the language used by the decisions 
about it may be, and therefore that it must result from 
mereancientenjoyment., Thedoctrineabout stopping ne 
lights may be urged to the contrary, but this is a fallacy. 
I stop up my neighbour's new light to prevent him from 
actually enjoying, and so getting in turn a right from 
ancient enjoyment; not to prevent a presumption of ae 
quiescence arising. No presumption of acquiescence cas 
ever really arise when there is no wrong done to the perso 
acquiescing. Why should I interfere with my neighbours 
aoe enjoyment ? Why should I be held to acquiesce ia 
what my neighbour does if {t constitutes no wrong to me? 
What have I to do with it? I can only have to do with iti 









REASERBSSSCEVM Be eos eaa em beans Bip ee 


ZRSECLPPPP ESTA ELE Ber sg ey see saee eres 





ROW pay RTGS RSE PNA 








Ber of boldly facing the whole subject of what is the 


‘March 30, 1878. 


THE SOLICITORS JOURNAL. 





—_—— 


=< : = 





it constitutes a title against me. But that assumes thatit 
js having that effect without my acquiescence. 
_ The considerations I have mentioned appear toshowhow 
difficult it is to finda logical basis for the existing law. 
Tcannot help thinking that a logical chasm exists in it 
which no reasoning can bridge over. The logical, though 
not the real, basis upon which the prescription by im- 
memorial user stood was the presumption of an original 
grant. But with regard to light and other privileges, 
the enjoyment of which involves no question of original 
wrong to the owners of the servient tenement, I do not 
see how, logically, immemorial user can give rise to any 
umption. You are not driven to account for the 
origin of the enjoyment as you are where a man brings 
an action in respect of what, if the defendant has not a 
right, the plaintiff's predecessors in title, hundreds of 
years before, ought to have sued. The only reason of 
making the presumption in the case of light is the sup- 
advantage of quieting long enjoyment. This 
shows that in the case of light acquiescence is not the 
ground of the prescription, but long enjoyment merely 
supported by an arbitrary presumption. I think any one 
tegarding the subject from a philosophical point of view 
wonld come to the conclusion that ancient possession 
and enjoyment ought after a time to be made a title 
against others, even where there was no wrongfulness in 
the enjoyment originally, and there consequently was no 
acquiescence. To endeavour to state the reasons why this 
should be so would be to dive somewhat deep into the 
doctrines that lie at the root of the whole subject of 
tights of property. One may perhaps, as one reason, allege 
that it is the interest of the community that enterprize 
and the expenditure of capital in making real property 
available for useful purposes should be encouraged. 
The sense that after a certain time the advantages that a 
man has actually enjoyed cannot be interfered with 
largely conduces to this enterprize and expenditure. 
It seems to me that these matters should be regulated 
by statutes fixing certain definite periods of prescription. 
The justice of the case would be met by fixing longer 
periods when the owner of the servient tenement has no 
means of resisting the acquisition of the easement. In 
mech case the period fixed should be such that no practical 
hardship would be inflicted on the owner of the servient 
tenement. 


T confess I look with a certain feeling of repugnance 
atthe prospect of the exhaustive discussion I presume this 
case will receive in the Court of Appeal, because, as an 
eminent occupant of the judgment-seat once said, that 
Which is crooked cannot be made straight, and that which 
iswanting cannotbe numbered. Ibelieve justice and logic 
to be on the side represented by the Lord Chief Justice 
Tthink twenty years too short a time when there is no 
possibility of resisting the user, and I think, in the 
absence of distinct enactment, the only logical basis of a 
Pescription from immemorial user is the acquiescence 
@ the servient owner. But I feel equally convinced 
that, in the practical working of our law of prescription, 
the advantage of quieting long enjoyment was the 
dlicient consideration, and that in the case of the ease- 
ment of light acquiescence cannot logically be made the 
basis of the prescription. The truth is that our fore- 

learned in the law decorously provided the prac- 

tal principle which quiets long enjoyment with a legal 
vis. presumption of a grant—but the garment 
too small ; it will not cover that part of the principle 
that deals with anciont lights. The presumption of the 
t can only logically depend on acquiescence, but in 
case of light it is really a misuse of terms to say 

is an acquiescence. The trae way of cutting the 

ian knot is by the sword of legislation, The Pre- 

n Act is not a satisfactory statute, The Lord 
Justice calls it “the strange and perplexing 
Matute.” There is no doubt that it treats the subject 
Somewhat of a narrow and peddling ingenuity. 


enjoyment it should depend in various cases, it merely 
puts cunningly devised patches on certain holes, through 
which. resulfs that were considered inexpedient had 
found admission, leaving the law of prescription as am- 
biguous and uncertain in its essential character as 
before. It is curious, however, that it.seems to have 
recognized the law of light as distinguishable from that 
of other easements, and to have expressly treated it on a 
different footing. This seems to me to be some argu- 
ment against Mr. Justice Lush’s conclusion. 





L. 








General Correspondence. 


‘“* DEFAULTING LAWYERS.” 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journl.]} 


Sir,—Before proceeding to offer my own suggestion, 
I should like to say yet a few words on the “ purge” 
which has been proposed. 

It has not been explained whether that measure is one 
of punishment or of precaution. If the former, it is un- 
just, because indiscriminating: and, let me add, that in 
the relation of solicitor and client the confidence is not 
all one one side, and that it is no unheard of thing for 
solicitors to incur very serious losses, not only of costs, 
but of cash, by mistaken confidence in the integrity or 
in the discretion of their clients. 

The assumed immunity of solicitors from liability to 
embarrassment not due to their own misconduct will 
not, in fact, bear examination ; and I should like to hear 
why the insolvent solicitor is, merely as such, to be 
punished in a manner not hitherto thought applicable fo 
the insolvent tradesman, merely as such, nor even to the 
fraudulently insolvent tradesman ? 

But if the measure is one of precaution, then, I ask, 
in whose interest ? 

In large communities the client is, as a rule, intro- 
duced to the solicitor by a common acquaiutance in cases 
when he does not already know him personally. What- 
ever underhand “touting” may go on, canvassing and 
advertizing are not recognized with us as legitimate 
modes of increasing a connexion. In country districts, 
on the other hand, a man’s antecedents are pretty well 
known, if he has any, and a new comer is the subject 
of tolerably free criticism and inquiry on the part of 
those with whom he proposes to compete. 

The precaution is ineffective, not only on this account, 
but because danger to clients arises rather from the 
mal-practice of those who have not been publicly in- 
solvent than from the financial weakness of those who 
have. The big frauds which startle us are not capable 
of being repeated by the same men. Either they go 
the way of Dimsdale, or they effectually disappear in 
some other way and can do no more mischief. 

There are, no doubt, men who have failed twice or 
oftener, and I should be glad if Mr. Munton would give 
us the statistics on this point; but I believe it will be 
found that these men are very few, and that their 
practice is of a kind in which, and among a class of 
clients for whom, the proposed measure would fail of 
any beneficial effect. 

Or is the precaution in the interest of solicitors? For 
their protection so extreme a measure is not needed ; and 
here again it would be insufficient. What one solicitor 
needs to know about any other is not merely whether he 
has kept out of the Bankruptcy Court, bat whether he 
fights fair, and whethet his word may be relied ou. 
Indeed, I cannot fiad a point of view reganded from 
which the proposal under discussion presents itself 
favourably. 

The proper and the only fitting mode of dealing with 
the matter is one of discipline, and the proper dispenser 
of that discipline is, in my opinion, the Incorporated 
Law Society in its capacity of registrar of solicitors. 








Peper basis of prescriptive right, and on what period of 
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branch of the legal profession. The recent Act has 
ziven the council of the society a more dignified and 
official position, and I should be glad to see that position 
turned to account for the present purpose. 

Such discipline should not be inquisitorial, but an 
overt act, such as bankruptcy, should form the subject 
of inquiry, and a list of publicly insolvent solicitors 
should be compiled and be available for reference. 
Such a list should distinguish those cases in which a 
fair inquiry had shown that failure did noé result from 
speculation, extravagance, or neglect. 

In these inquiries the councils of local law societies 
skould co-operate. I do not think they should decide, 
because the sectarian animosities in politics and religion 
which become so personal in all but the largest com- 
munities, would often colourably if not fairly be asserted 
to have influenced their verdict. 

The proposed list of names might not improperly be 
appended to the annual report, and the honourable but 


unfortunate man would be rather benefited than injured 


by such publication. 

The one matter of insolvency, however, though 
glaring, is by no means the only matter that requires to 
be dealt with more stringently than heretofore. But 
not to stretch this letter to an inordinate length, I will 
defer till another time what I have yet to say. 

8.8. 0. 





[0 the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—-I did not intend again to intrude on your space 
till I could find time to examine minutely the additional 
statistics I spoke of. But “S. S. C,’s” letter tempts me 
to say a few words, 

I quite agree with him that the indiscriminate brand- 
ing of the bankrupt members of our profession would 
be an unnecessarily cruel proceeding. I feel sure, too, 
that Sir Henry Peek was far from desiring so harsh a 
measure, and that the quotation from Ovid, as applied 
to him, is undeserved. No doubt Sir Henry’s question 
to the Solicitor-General elicited an answer open to 
misinterpretation, but I think the intention was to 
invite a general consideration of the means at hand to 
deal with the evil, rather than to enforce a specific 
Temedy. 

Your correspondent’s designation, ‘“ muddlers and 
plungers,” is rather a happy way of putting it. I con- 
cede that these two classes should be differently treated, 
though I am not sure that we could not dispense with 
a few of the former without much regret. 

It is my intention to move at the next annual meeting 
of the Incorporated Law Society for the appointment of 
a vigilance committee to be charged with the special 
duty of inquiring into mal-practices and defalcations ; 
and, as to bankruptcy, I propose that, in the absence of 
reasonable explanation (i.¢., it should be incumbent on 
a bankrupt solicitor, having regard to his position of 
trust, to establish a case of prima facie misfortune), the 
council! should be empowered to oppose the renewal of 
certificates. 

This is a serious proposal I admit, and statutory 
authority might be necessary ; but we must come to 
something of the sort sooner or later, and I shall be glad 
to receive communications from those who would be 

inclined to support such a motion in July next. 

City, March 26. Francis K. Munton, 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—As simply one of the general public, my know- 
ledge of the machinery by which solicitors are, or ought 
to be, governed is so limited, that I must leave it to able 
professional men, such as Mr. Munton and 8. 8. C., both 
evidently well up in the subject, to “ reveal the remedy” 
for a state of things which, as regards the letter D, I 
have proved to exist, and which I see no reason to doubt 
would be found much the same the whole alphabet 


——— 


through. Astonishment is freely expressed that 155 
consecutive hames should yield seven per cent. of solici. 
tors who, some once, some twice, have figured discredit. 
ably in the Gazette. “If the letter D is in this respect 
at all a fair representation of the rest of the alphabet, 
these figures would suggest very serious considerationg; 
but we cannot help thinking that there either has been 
some mistake, or that the letter D is specially unfortu. 
nate,” is your own comment, and I can therefore imaging 
no more proper course for the Incorporated Law Soci 
to take than first to ascertain the real facts as brought 
out by an examination of the whole London Lay 
List (which probably a fee of two or three hundred 
guineas would within three months place in their hands), 
and as the disease may be found deep-rooted or otherwise, 
be guided accordingly. 

As regards bankruptcy, I maintain that the positions 
of professional men and men in business are so widely 
different that exactly the same treatment should not be 
applied. In leaving the subject in the hands of those 
necessarily better informed than myself, I beg to express 
my thanks for the opportunity afforded of ventilating the 
subject, and justifying my question to the Solicitor. 
General, Henry W. Pzex, 
House of Commons, March 26. 


[The question was whether the Solicitor-General had 
‘* considered the desirability of giving in the Zaw List, 
in the case of solicitors once, twice, or more times bank. 
rupt, the dates of the bankruptcy, dividends paid, and 
the names of assignees of whom detailed particulars 
might be had; and also in the case of solicitors whose 
names do not ccntinuously appear in the Law List, the 
reason for omission.” We do not see how this is 
justified by Sir H. W. Peek’s publication of the statement 
r ~ officials of the Trade Protection Society.—Ed, 
J.) 





THE BILLS OF SALE AMENDMENT BILL. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I think it would be as well if fixtures were 
entirely excluded from the operation of 17 & 18 Vict. ¢. 
36. It is not desirable that the busy practitioner should 
be longer perplexed by the conflicting cases of Ha parte 
Astbury, Ex parte Daglish, Hawtry v. Butlin, and Ez 
parte Barciay. The law may now be what it was before 
1871, but great care is, I apprehend, still needed in the 
drawing up of securities of freeholds and leaseholds 
which include fixtures (vide, 8th ed., Prideaux’s Pre- 
cedents, vol. 1, pp. 738, 739). Notwithstanding Meus 
v. Jacobs, judges may still go on refining. The obser- 
vations of Mr. Johnson on this question ought to carry 
great weight. It must be evident that if the 6th section 
of the Amending Act passes into law, manufacturers 
will find it difficult (now that the attornment con- 
trivance has received a severe shaking) to raise the 
needful without injury to their credit. A. H. 
Sunderland, March 25, 








Mr. J. Ronaldson Lyel!, M.A., who for more than thirty- 
one years has acted as second clerk at the Marylebone court, 
has been appointed by the Secretary of State for the Home 
Department chief clerk at the Thames Police-court, in the 
place of the late Mr. J. Pyer. 

It is stated that the courts of assizo in Belgium have 
rarely had such a number of heavy crimes before them as at 
this moment. he fact is attributed to the virtual abolition 
of the punishment by death by the non-carrying out of 
capital sentences. 

The Scottish Faculty cf Advocates last week adopted, by 
» majority, the recommendation of the majority of a com 
mittee which had been appointed with reference to 
Criminal Law Evidence Amendment Bill, approving of the 
proposal to make @ person accused of a crime @ comp: 
witness in his own behalf. 
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Cases uf the Weck. 


PaRTNERSHIP—COVENANT NOT To ENGAGE IN OTHER 
Business—BreacH— Account oF Prorits.—In a case of 
Dean v. McDowell, heard by the Court of Appzal on the 
26th inst., the plaintiffs sought to have an account taken of 
the profits made by the defendant in another business in 
which he had been engaged during the subsistence of a 
partnership between himself and the plaintiffs. In August, 
1866, articles of partnership were executed between the 
plaintiffs and the defendant, which provided that the 

ies should carry on in partnership for seven years the 
aves of salt merchants. There was a mutual covenant 
to the effect that neither of the partners should ‘‘ either 
alone or with any other person, either directly or indirectly, 
ein any trade or business, except upon the account 
an for the benefit of the partnership.” After the expira- 
tion of the partnership by effluxion of time, the plaintiffs 
discovered that, during its subsistence, the defendant had 
been a sleeping partner in another firm carrying on the 
business of salt manufacturers and dealers, and had thereby 
made profits, and the plaintiff brought this action, claiming 
a declaration that the defendant was not entitled to engage 
in the other business, except upon the account and for the 
benefit of the partnership between himself and the plaintiffs, 
and claiming an account of the profits made by him in the 
other business. Jessel, M.R., held that the action could 
not be sustained, the covenant in the articles being not 
affirmative, but only negative, and not imposing any 
nalty upon the defendant for the breach of it. This 
Seeleion was affirmed by the Court of Appeal (James, 
Cotton, and Thesiger, L.JJ.). James, L.J., said that, 
theugh there had been a breach of the covenant, it had not 
resulted in any damage to the plaintiffs, and the covenant 
amounted merely to a covenant not to do anything to 
damage the partnership. The business in which the 
defendant had engaged was a different kind of business 
from that which was carried on by the plaintiff. There 
was no rivalry between them, and it was not pretended 
that the defendant’s conduct had abstracted any business 
from the plaintiffs’ partnership. Unless it could be shown 
that the defendant had neglected the business of that 
siege and this was not even alleged, no damage could 
ve accrued to the plaintiffs. The appeal was accordingly 
dismissed. Jessel, M.R., had, on the ground that the 
defendant had deliberately broken his engagement, refused 
to him any costs of the action. 








PaTENT—VALIDITY—INVENTION COMMUNICATED BY ONE 
British Supyzcot TO ANOTHER—PATENT GRANTED TO 
PgrsoNAL REPRESENTATIVE OF DeceasED INVENTOR.—In a 
case of Dalton v. The Savile Street Foundry Company, heard 
by the Court of Appeal on the 27th inst., a novel question 
arose with regard to the validity of a patent. The action 
was brought to restrain the infringement of a patent granted 
to Sarah Marsden, a widow, one of the plaintitfs, and after- 
wards by her assigned to the other plaintiff, Dalton. Tae 
77 was granted to her as widow and administratrix of 

R. Marsden, deceased, for improvements in certain 
machinery, ‘¢a communication from H. R. Marsden afore- 
said,” The defendants demurred to the statement of claim, 
on the ground that the patent was invalid because Sarah 
Marsden was not herself the first and true inventor of the 
6g oom invention, and that it had not been communicated 
to her from abroad, and the demurrer was allowel by 
Pollock, B. In support of the a on it was urged that an 
English subject, receiving rightfully a communication of a 
new invention from another English subject, is as much 
entitled to take out a patent for itas if he nad received 
the communication from abroad, in which case it is well 
settled by a series of authorities that the patent can be 
maiotained, such a person being entitled to protection 
under the statute of James as the first and true inventor. The 

inciple of these decisions, it was said, applies equally to 
case of a communication made by one English subject 
toanother. It was admitted that the point had never been 
taised before. It was stated as a matter of fict (though 
this did not appear upon tho pleadings) that the commu- 
nication of the invention was made to the widow by means 
of documents found by her among her husband's papers 
after his deatb, and it was urged that, if a patent obtained 





under such circumstances was not valid, the public might 
lose the benefit of many useful inventions, and great hard- 
ship would be inflicted on the representatives of inventors 
who happened to die before taking out patents. The 
Court of Appeal (Jessel, M.R., and Cotton and Thesiger, 
L.JJ.), however, affirmed the decision of Pollock, B. 
Jessel, M.R., said that it was difficult to understand upon 
what principle it had been held that a man who had not 
himself invented anything, but who had merely imported 
from abroad the invention of another, was entitled to pro- 
tection as the first and true inventor of the imported in- 
vention. It had, however, been long settled that he was, 
though no principle had been assigned for the decision. 
Probably the origin of the decision was this: long before 
the statute of James it had been held that the Crown 
could grant a monopoly to & man who had brought a 
new invention from a foreign country “ at the peril of his 
life and the consumption of his estate.” In those days 
communications with foreign countries were attended with 
difficalty and danger, and a man who had encountered 
this difficulty and danger in bringing over a new invention 
was considered to have performed a meritorious service 
entitling him tothe grant of a monopoly. Such considera- 
tions were not applicable to more modern times. Bat it 
was probably the knowledge of these decisions before the 
passing of the statute of James which led the jadges after 
the passing of that statute to treat the importer of a new 
invention from beyond the seas as standing in 4 position 
equivalent to that of the first and true inventor, and enti- 
tled to similar protection. There was no ground, however, 
for extending those decisions to the case of a communica- 
tion made by one British subject to another in England. 
There might possibly be ground for the Legislature to 
extend the protection of a patent to the case of the personal 
representative of a deceasec inventor who had not been 
able to take out a patent in his lifetime, bué the Legislature 
had not done so as yet, and the court could only decide 
that the plaintiffs’ patent was void. 





Practice — Morion FoR JUDGMENT ON ADMISSIONS 
IN THE PLEADINGS—PARTIAL RELIEF—Orp. 40, R.11.—In a 
case of Jewett v. London Banking Association a motion was 
made before the Master of the Rolls on tte 22nd inst., on 
admissions in the pleadings that the plaintiff might 
have part of the relief claimed in consequence of some 
alleged admissions in the statement of defence. The 
Master of the Rolls declined to make any order, expressing 
his opinion that the above rule was not intended to apply 
to a case where a plaintiff thought he had caught the de- 
fendant on some point iu the pleadings, but only to those 
cases whire the whole issue between the parties could be 
determined on the motion. 





ADMINISTRATION—PRIoRITY—Monry PAID tntTO Court 
IN ANOTHER Diviston—32 & 33 Vict. c. 46—Orp. 14, n. 1; 
Orp, 51, rn. 2a.—In a case of Re Stubds, Harrison v. Studds, 
before the Master of the Rolls on the 22nd inst., the 
question was raised whether a payment into court in an action 
in another division to abide the result is equivalent to a 
judgment for the same sum, so as to entitle the creditor to 
precedence where an order for administration haa been made 
before any judgment had been actually signed in the first 
action. On the 19th of February a specially indorsei writ 
in the Exchequer Division in an action of Anderson vy. Stubbs 
was issued for the sum of £161 16s. 31., due to the plaiatiffs 
on an account stated. On the 15th inst. the master ordered 
that the plaintiff should be at liberty to s'gn judgment for 
the amount indorsed, unless the amount should be paid into 
court within five days, the defendant being desirous of 
raising a defence of set-off. On the 20th inst. the ordinary 
order for the administration of R. Stubbs’ estate was made 
io chambers on the application of a creditor. Qn the 2ist 
inst. the £161 163..8d. was paid into court in Anderson v. 
Siwids. On the 22nd inst. the plaintiff in the aiministra- 
tion action, by special leave, moved, under ond, 51, r. 2a. 
for a transfer of Anderson v. Stwbds, and that the money ia 
court might be transferred to the credit of the administra- 
tion action, contending that the plaintifs ia Aadersen v, 
Studds, not having a jelgmant for the amount, were not = 
Ce 


titled to have the sum paid out to them in preference 
the other creditors. The Master of the Ro'ls was of opinion 
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that, under the 32 & 32 Vict. c. 46, a judgment creditor 
still got a preference, as was decided by Vice-Chancellor 
Wickens in Re Williams’ Estate (21 W. R. 160, L. R. 15 Eq. 
270), if he obtained his judgment before the administration 
order was made. In this case, however, the creditor only 
had judgment in case the money was not paid in, and in 
the meantime another creditor had come and had obtained 
judgment for administration. The original creditor would, 
no doubt, have had a security if no jadgment had inter- 
Vened, but in his opinion the sum paid in remained part of 
the assets of the testator and must be transferred to the 
credit of the administration action. He further directed 
all further proceedings to be stayed in the action in the Ex- 
chequer Division, the plaintiffs in that action having liberty 
to prove in the administration for their debt, and to apply for 
the conduct of the administration action. The costs of the 
plaintiffs in the action in‘the Exchequer Division to be 
costs in the administration action. 





Coprricut or Designs Act, 1842, s. 4—Paior Prsui- 
caTIon—Marxixe Necessaky ON EACH ARTICLE Pro- 
TECTED.—In ap aetion of Hunt y. Stevens before the Master 
of the Rolls, also on the 22nd inst., two questions arose as 
to the construction of section 4 of the Copyright of Designs 
Act, 1842. A manufacturer had been in the habit of for- 
warding his original designs for gas fittings by his travellers, 
while the preparations for registration were going on, to 
various customers for the purpose of taking orders as soon 
as the registration should be complete. It also appeared that 
one article out of a number, the copyright of which had 
been registered, was not marked as required by the 4th 
section of {the Copyright of Designs Act, 1842. That 
section provides ‘‘that no person shall be entitled to the 
benefit of the Act with regard to any design, unless such 
design has, before publication thereof, been registered 
according to the Act, and unless after publication of such 
poe every article of manufacture hath thereon the letters 
“Rd.,” together with such number or letter, or number and 
letter, and in such form as shall correspond with the date of 
the registration of such design, according to the registry 
of designs in that behalf.” It was argued by the defendants 
on @ motion to restrain an infringement of the designs, that 
they were bad on two grounds; (1) that there had been prior 
publication under the above circumstances, and (2) that 
such erticle was not marked as required by the section, 
both being conditions precedent to the validity of the 
copyright. The Master of the Rolls was clearly of opinion 
that the manufacturer’s practice was not in accordance with 
the above Act. That showing a design to the persons most 
interested, namely, those in the same trade, prior to registra- 
tion wasa"*publication” within the above section, and there- 
fore that the copyrights were bad. He also considered the 
gecond objection fatal to the copyright. The Act required 
each article to be markei, and although, by inadvertence or 
accident, one was not daly marked, as the law stood at 
present under the Act, the copyright was gone. He con- 
eidered it an unfortunate blot in the Act and one that re- 
quired amendment, that he had no power to grant relief 
against such a slip. 





Banxevrrcr Ruies Aprricaste To THE WINDING UP OF 
Companstes—Execvtion Caepiror—Jupicatu ak Act, 1875, 
8. 10, suB-sectiOoN 1—Bawnarurrcy Act, 1869, 2. 87—In a 
case of In re Printing and Numerical Registering Company 
(Limited), before the Master of the Rolls, on the 23rd inst., 
the construction to be pnt upon section 10, sub-section 
1 of the Jodicature Act, 1876, came before him. That 
section provides that “in the winding up of any company 
onder the Companies Act, 1862 and 1867, the same rules 
shall prevail and be observed as to the respective rights 
of secured ard ungecured creditors, and as to debis and 
liabilities provable, as may be in force for the time being 
under the law of bankruptcy with respect to the estates of 
persons adjudged bankrupt ; and all persons who in any 
euch case would be entitled to prove for and receive divi- 
dends out of the assets of any such company, may come in 
under the wiodirg up of such company, and make such 
claims agninst the same aa they may respectively be en- 
titled to by virtue of this Act.” According to the Bank- 
ruptey Act, 1869, s. 87, “where the g of » trader 
have been taken in execation in respect of a judgment for 
& gum exceeding £50, and sold, the sheriff shall retain the 











proceeds of such sale in his hands for a period of fourteen 
days, and upon, notice being served on him within that 
period of a bankruptcy petition having been presented 
against such trader, shall hold the proceeds of such sale, 
after deducting expenses, in trust to pay the same to the 
trustee.” On the 20th of December, 1875, a judgment 
creditor of the company issued and lodged his writ with 
the sheriff,°who took possession of the property, which wag 
for the purpose of the summons to be treated as sold 
without prejudice. On the 23rd of December, 1875, a 
winding-up petition was presented, of which the 
sheriff had notice, and the question now arose ag 


between the jadgment creditor, who claimed to be a secured . 


creditor aud entitled to the proceeds of the sale, and the 
liquidator, who claimed the proceeds as part of the assets 
of the company, and applicable in the first place to satiafy 
the costs of the windieg-up, the other assets being insufh- 
cient. The Master of the Rolis was of opinion the 


judgment creditor was a “‘seoured’’ creditor within the — 


section, the only question being as to his rights. He. 
thought the bankruptcy rule as to the sheriff holding the 
proceeds of sale for fourteen days without notice, in conse. 
quence of section 10, sub-section 1 of the Judicature Act, 
1875, was applicable to the winding up of a company, and, 
therefore, the sheriff having notice within that time of a 
winding-up petition, must hold the proceeds of sale upon 
trust for the liquidator of the company, and that the 
creditor had no preferential claim. 





Practice—Orpv. 81, nr. 19, 20, 21—Duiscoverr— 
ANSWER TO INTERROGATORIES—SERVICE OF ORDER ON 
Sotsciror.—In the action of Re Muilcaster, Dalston y, 
Nanson, a motion was made by the plaintiff before Vice- 
Chancellor Hall on the 21st inst., for leave to issue attach- 
ment against two of the defendants, under the following 
circumstances:—Interrozgatories were delivered to them, 
and, in default of answers having been put in, a four day 
order to answer was obtained on the Ist inst. by the plaintiff, 
and served upon the solicitor of the defaulting parties at 
his offize. Upon the hearing of the motion, which was now 
brought on in default of the peremptory order being obeyed, 
the objection was taken by counsel for the respondents that 
such an order as that in question required personal service, 
and that it did not come within rule 21, of order 31, 
for that ‘“ discovery” for the purposes of that rule, did 
not embrace the answering of interrogatories. Hall, V.C., 
however, held that, rule 19 beirg in his opinion general, 
and understanding from the registrar of the day that the 
Master of the Rolls had held that “ discovery” did include 
the answering of interrogatories, the service was good 
under rule 21, and the motion, must, therefore, succeed, 
and attachment must issue without further notice, unless 
the interrogatories were answered within three weeks. 





EviveNceE—ADMIssIBILITY—ADMISsIONS Mapz To THIRD 
Party.—On the 23rd inst., in a case of Stewart v. Glad- 
stone, & question arose as to the admissibility of evidence. 
The plaintiff's case had been closed, and he had not been 
tendered asa witness. In opening the case of the defend- 
ants, their counsel proposed to prove some letters which 
had been written by the plaintiff to a third party, and 
which, it was alleged, contained some material admissions 
relevant to the issue in the action. It was objected that, 
under the old practice of the Court of Chancery, these 
letters could not have been admitted, because they had not 
been pleaded, and it was urged that, notwithstanding tho 
Judicature Acts, this rale still existed in the Chancery 
Division. Fry, J., held that, as the mode in which the 
evidence was formerly taken in the Court of Chancery had 
been abolished, the rexson for the rule had ceased to exist, 
and that as the plaintiff had not been tendered as a witness, 
and the defendants had, therefore, bad no o nity of 
crose-examining him with reference to the letters in ques- 
tion, the letters must be admitted, If he were to hold 
otherwise the reealt would be that, if a plaintiff had 
made an admission which, if it could be put to him in 
cross-examination, would at once conclude the case, he 
might, by declining to tender himself as a witness, exclude 
the admission from consideration, and thus the defendant 
would be entirely at the merey of the mage Such an 
unjust result could not be permitted. plaintiff must, 
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of course, if he desired it;~kave an opportunity of being 
called to explain the letters. 


PaRTNERSHIP—PowER OF ExPULSION—VALUATION OF 
PRoPeR1TY OF Bustness—Goop-wiLL.—In the same case of 
Steuart v. Gladstcne, which was decided by Fry, J., on the 
merits on the 25th inst., the question arose whether the 
defendants were entitled to expel the plaintiff from a part- 
nership in which he had been engaged with them, and 
there was a further question as to the way in which, if the 
expulsion was valid, the value of the plaintiff's share in 
the business was to be ascertained. The partnership deed 

vided (inter alia) that the partnership should continue 
unti! it should be determined or dissolved in manner 
¢herein mentioned, and that, as soon as possible after the 
0th of April in each year, a general account and rest 
should be taken by the partners for the time being of the 
“stock, moneys, debts, lands, buildings, factories, and 
other the estate and effects’’ of the partnership, and of the 
debts and liabilities, and a fair valuation should be made 
of all the particulars included in such accounts which 
might be in their nature susceptible of valuation. Power 
was given to a majority of the partners for the time being, 
if they should be at any time desirous that any of the 
partners should retire, to expel him, by giving him six 
months’ notice, and it was also provided that, in the event 
of this power being exercised, the continuing partners 
should pay to the expelled partner the sum which 
should appear to his credit in the account, by three équal 
instalments in three years. The defendants were dis- 
satisfied with the condact of the plaintiff, and they, on the 
30th ot April, 1875, served on him a notice, dated the 28th of 
April, dissolving the partnership as regarded himself, as and 
from the 31st of October, 1875. He was thenceforth 


treated asa stranger, and was not permitted to assist in 
the making out of the account to the 30th of April, 1875. 
The account, as made out, did not include the good-will 
of the business in the valuation of the property, and it 
showed that a balance was due from the plaintiff to the 
partnership. The plaintiff instituted the suit in October, 


1875, claiming a declaration that the notice of expulsion 
was inoperative, and that he was still a partner, or that, 
if the netice was held to be valid, it might be declared 
that the plaintiff was not bound by tho accouat which had 
deen taken, but that the value of his share in the business 
including the good-will) might be ascertained by the court 
in the ordinary way. Fry, J., held, in accordance with 
Blisset v. Duniel (10 Hare, 493), that the defendants were 
not entitled to expel the plaintiff without giving him, 
before they did so, full opportunity of explaining his con- 
duct of which they complained, and that the onus lay 
an them to show that they had done this. Upon the 
evidence, however, his lordship came to the conclusion that 
the defendants had discharged this onws. But be held that 
the account of April, 1875, had not been taken properly 
in two respects ; (1) that the good-will ought to have been 
included in the valuaticn; and (2) that the plaintiff, as one 
ofthe partners for the time being, ought to have been allowed 
to assist in the taking of the account. The account was 
therefore not binding on the plaintiff. But th's irregularity 
would not invalidate the notice of expulsion which was 
valid at the time when it was given. An account mast be 
taken, and tho value of the plaintiff's share must be 
ascertained in chambers in the ordinary way, and there 
must b. a declaration that the good-will was to be included 
4a the valuation of the property of the partnership. 


Assurance Socrery—Portcy—PayMENt NTO Court 
wNDER Trustee Retier Actr—Norice or AssigNuent— 
Destor anp Crepirorn—Costs—Poticies or AssURANCE 
Act, 1867.—In a case of Matthew y, Northern Assurance 
Company, before the Master of the Rolls on the 28ch inst., 
the question arose whether an assurance company, on a 

im being raised by the exeoutors of a policyholder who 
bad assigned his policy, and when the assignee had given 
notice of the assignment under the Policies of Assurance 
Act, 1867, are justified in paying the oo 2 moneys into 
court under the Trustee Relief Act. The Master of the 

Is, after a review of the authorities, which are conflict. 
jog, followed his own dictum in Re Hayoock's Policy (24 
W. R. 291,1., B. 1 Ch. D.611), and held that the relationship 





between the parties was that of debtor and creditor only, 
there being no trast or constructive trust involved. The 
company were not within the Trustee Relief Act, and 
therefore a payment into court under that Act was no 
discharge. The money must be paid over again to the 
plaintiff, the assignee of the policy, with interest from the 
date of the payment into court, together with the costs of 
the action. 








A “MIDDLEMAN” BETWEEN CLIENT AND 
COUNSEL. 


At the Stafford Assizes, on Saturday, before Mr. Justice 
Denman, John Gray Ansell clerk and accountant, and 
William Simpson, billposter, were charged with con:piring 
together, on the 24th of January, at Stafford, to obtain by 
false pretences. from Mary Ann Jane Conway, the sum of £3, 
belongivg to Felix Conway, her husband.—From the open- 
ing statement of the learned counsel for the prosecution, it 
appeared that at the last Winter Assizes Mr:. Conway's son, 
who had lived with his parents at Stourbridge, was indicted 
for committing a serious offence, and sentenced to seven 
years’ penal servitude. Oa ths 24th of January Mrz. Cone 
way came to Stafford to see her son, and engage counsel on 
his behalf at the trial. Oa arrivingin the town, she made 
her way to the jail, and whilst knocking at the gates of the 
building, Simpson came up and commenced a conversation 
with her. She related her business, addiog that she wished 
to know where the offices of Mr. Grestrex, solicitor, were. 
He asked her to go with him, and he would show her. 
They went together to Bank-passage, where the offices of 
the solicitor were, but instead of being shown into the 
solivitor’s office, she was introduced to the prisoner Ansell, 
who was represented to her as being clerk to Mr. Greatrex. 
She said her son wasin trcuble, and wished tosee Mr. 
Greatrex, and get him to instruct Mr. Darling, counsel.— 
Prisoner said, ‘* How much money have you got?” to which 
she replied, ‘Iam very poor; Ihave only got £3." He 
asked her to hand over the money to him, and he would see 
that counsel was engaged. She again repeated that she 
wished to obtain the services of Mr. Darling. He answerad 
‘-T don't give my bri-fs to such a man as Mr. Darling, but 
will instruct a better man.” After some other conversation 
she handed the money over to him, on his distinct promise 
to employ Mr. Darling. He then left the office, and went 
to the Assize Court, where he copied out the dep»-itions in 
tie prisoner Conway’s case. Ona his returning, however, he 
said her son would gain nothing by being represented by 
counsel, and advised that he should plead guilty, end thes 
do without counsel's services. She remonstrated with him 
and asked for her money back on the fo'lowing day, as she 
had then discovered the error into which she had fallen. 
She charged him with not being Mr. Greatrex’s clerk, upon 
which he rejoined, “ Well if Iam not Mr. Greatrex’s clerk 
I am somebody else's.” Aftersome time, however, he gave 
up £1 3s., and notwithstanding her repeated demand for 
the balance of the £3, he refused to give it up. She re- 
ported the case to the police, and by some means Mr, Jus- 
tice Lush heardof the affair; consequently, when the son 
of prosecutrix was placed at the bar on his trial, he asked 
Mr. Darling to appear for him, in order that the poor woman 
should not be disappointed. In afew days afterwards pro- 
ceedings were taken against the prisoners, and the magis- 
trates commitied them for trial at the present assizes. 
Several witnesses were examined, amongst whom was Mr. 
Darling, who stated that he had not received any instructions 
to appear for the young man Conway, from either of the 
prisoners ; and Mr, Greatrex said he had not received any 
instructions toemploy Mr. Darling on that oecasion.—Fer 
the defence, it was urged that Ansell was acting as a “ Mid- 
dleman”’ between prosecutrix and the couns+! to Save the 
solicitor's fees in consequence of the woman's poverty. 
The judge, however, ruled that the £3 was quite sufficient 
to meet solcitors’ and counsels’ fees, for the case was but a 
small oue, and only lasted an hour.—The jury found both 
prisoners guilty of obtaining the money by fa'se pretences, 
and in giving judgmeat, his lordship sai¢ he should send 
them both te gaol. Mr. Smith remarked that Simpson had 
already been in gaol fortwo months, upon which his lord- 
ship observed that he had become used to it, He shoald 
sentence both prisoners to twelve months’ imprisonment 
with hard labour. 
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Appoutntnrents, Ete. 


Mr. Witt1am Rownanp Basrorp, solicitor, of Derby, 
has been appo‘nted a Commissioner to administer Oaths in 
the Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Mr. Witt1am Pacer Bowman, barrister, has been el ected 
Registrar to the Corporation of the Sons of the Clergy, in 
succession to Mr. Charles John Baker, resigned, Mr. 
Bowman is the son of Mr. William Bowman, F.R.C.S., 
and is an M.A. of University College, Oxford. He was 
called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Trinity term, 
1870, and is an equity draftsman and conveyancer. 


Mr. Witi14M Bre, solicitor, of Soham, has been unani- 
mously elected Clerk to the Soham School Board, in succes- 
son to Mr. Thomas Hustwick, resigned. Mr. Bye was 
admitted a solicit.r in Trinity Term, 1848. 


Mr. THomas Witu1aM Denman, solicitor (of the firm of 
Mee, Burnaby, & Denman), of East Retford, has been 
— by the High Sheriff of Nottinghamshire (Mr. 
Robert Laycock) to be Under-Sheriff of that county for the 
ensuing year. Mr. Denman was admitted a solicitor in 
1855, and is clerk to the Commissioners of Taxes at East 
Retford, joint clerk to the county justices of the Retford 
Division, and one of the deputy coroners for the county. 


Mr. W. L. pe Grucuy, barrister, has been elected one 
of the Judges of the Royal Court of Jersey. Mr. de 
Grochy is the eldest son of Mr. de Gruchy, of the firm of 
De Gruchy & Co., Bankers, Jersey. He was educated at 
Rugby, and was called to the bar at Gray’s-inn, in 
November, 1875, and has been mayor of St. Heliers for 
nearly two years. 


Mr. Wirt1am Pricz Moorgz, proctor, tolicitor, and 
notary, of 23, Knightrider-street, Doctors’-commons, has 
been appointed Registrar of the Faculty Office of the Arch- 
bishop of Canterbury, in succession to the late Viscount 
Canterbury. Mr. Moore has been for many years deputy- 
— of the Faculty Office. He was almitted a proctor 
in 2 


Mr. Josern Puituips, solicitor (the firm of Thompsons, 
Phillips, & Evans), of Stamford, has been appointed by 
the High Sheriff of Northamptonshire ‘Mr. William God- 
dard Jackson) to be Under-Sheriff of that county for the 
ensuing year. Mr. Phillips was admitted a solicitor in 
1846, end is clerk of the peace for the parts of Kesteven, 
in Lincoinsbire. 

Mr. Cuartes Tomas Wakerietp Parry, solicitor, 
proctor, and notary, of Chester, bas been appointed a 
Magistrate for that city. Mr. Parry was admitted a 
slicitor in 1830, and is district probate registrar at 

r. 


Mr. Wi1114M Satt, solicitor (of the firm of Salt & Sons), 
of Shrewsbury, has been appointei by the High Sheriff of 
Shrop hire (the Hon. Robert Charles Herbert) to be Under- 
Sheriff of that county for the ensuing year. Mr. W. Salt 
was admitted a solicitor in 1854. 


Mr. Mazx Smautreice, rolicitor, of Guildford, has been 
appointed by the High Sheriff of Surrey (Mr. Robert 
Barclay) to be Under-Sheriff of that county for the 
ensuing year. Mr. Smallpeice was admitted a solicitor in 
1834, and is in pastnership with bis sons, Messrs. Frederic 
Ferdinand Smallpeice and Humphrey Percy Smallpeice. 
His firm hold the offices of town clerk of Guildford, and 
clerk to the borough and county magistrates, and the Com- 
missioners of Taxes, 


Mr. Joszrn Soames, solicitor, of Petersfield, has been 
inted by the High Sheriff of Hampshire (Mr. William 
Nicholson) to be Under-Sheriff of that county for the 
year. Mr. Soames was admitted a solicitor in 1864, and is 
registrar of the Petersfield County Court, clerk to the 
Petersfield Board of Guardians, Assessment Committec, 
Sanitary Authority, and Highway Bard, and clerk to the 
msg strates and Commissioners of Taxes, and to the School 
Beards cf Lies and Petersfield. 


Me. Hexuxy Sirvvpr Tuxovary, barrister, has been 
elected by the Honourable Society of the Inner Temple to 
the office of Tator in the Law of Real Property, in 
succession to Mr, Charles Septimus Medd, resigned. Mr. 





Theobald was educated at Balliol College, Oxford, whera 
he graduated B.A. in 1870. He afterwards became g 
fellow of Wadham College, and he was called to the bar 
at the Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1873. 


Mr. Taomas HerBERT WATSON, solicitor, of Lutterworth, 
has been appointed by the High Sheriff of Leicestershire 
(Charles Marriott, Esq.), to be Under-Sheriff of that county 
for the ensuing year. Mr. Watson was admitted a solicitor 
in 1859, and is clerk (jointly with his partner, Mr. Thomas 
Baxter) to the magistrates for the Lutterworth division of 
the county. 


Mr. Freperick WILLIAM Watsa, Q.C., LL.D., has been 
appointed Queen’s Advocate for Ireland, in the place of 
Mr. John Fabviere Elrington, Q.C., LL.D., who has re, 
signed. Mr. Walsh was educated at Triaity College, 
Dublin, where he graduated B.A. in 1832 and LL.D, in 
1841. He was called to the [Irish bar in 1836, and he 
became a Queen’s Counsel in 1855, and a bencher of the 
King’s Inn in 1871. 








Obituarp. 


MR. ARTHUR WILSON. 


Mr, Artnuur WItson, solicitor, died saddenly at hig 
residence, Adderbury, near Banbury, on the 17th inst.— 
Mr. Wilson was the son of the late Dr. Wilson, of Adder- 
bury. He was admitted a solicitor in 1857, having 
served his articles with Messrs. Moore & Judge, of Banbury. 
He was for many years in partnership with the late Mr. 
Judge, upon whose death he succeeded to the business of 
the firm, and was appointed clerk to the magistrates for 
the Banbury and Bloxham Divisions of Oxfordshire. He 
had also a good private practice, and had on several 
occasions acted as agent for the Conservative party in 
borough and county elections. Mr. Wiison had been for 
some days unwell, though not sufficiently so to cause much 
alarm. He attended the sitting of the magistrates at Ban- 
bury on Thursday, the 14th inst., and on the following 
Sunday he was found dead. An inquest was held on the 
following day, when the medical evidence showed that 
the death was caused by apoplexy. Mr. Wilson was un- 
married. He was buried in the family vault at Adderbary 
Church on the 20th inst. 


MR. HENRY HANSELL. 


Mr. Henny HANsELL, solicitor, notary, and proctor, died 
at his residence in the Cathedral Close, Norwich, on the 
17th inst. Mr. Hansell was born in 1806, and was admit. 
ted a solicitor in 1828, and he had ever since carried op 
business in the city of Norwich. He was formerly in 
partnership with Mr. Gardiner Chapman, but for several 
years had carried on business alone, He was a notary 
public, and registrar of the Archdeaconry of Norwich, and 
had a good private practice, many of the leading clergy 
of the diocese being among his clients. Mr. Hansell was 
a man of retiring disposition, and did not take much part 
in local or municipal affairs, but took a warm interest 
in all the local charities, especially in the Jenny Lind 
Infirmary, to which he was honorary seoretary, and he 
was one of the trustees of Norman’s Charity. His death 
is regretted by all classes in Norwich, 


MR. EDWARD WALKER. 


Mr. EpwArp WALKER, solicitor, of Dolgelly and Corwen, 
died at Brynbyfryd, Dolgelly, on the 16th inst., after a very 
short illness. Mr. Walker was admitted in 1846, and 
carried on business both at Delgaliy and at Corwen. He 
had a good private practice, and he was. perpetual com- 
missioner for Merionethshire, and a commissioner 
oathsin the Supreme Court of Judicature, He had 
been oegistrar of the Dolgelly County Court ever 
since the establishment of the court. Mr. Walker took a 
active interest in all local business, being a governor 
Williams's Eadowed Schcol for Girls, and chairman of the 
Dolgelly Local Board of Health. 





Red '! 


SBS OS 


SER? Fee 


PR wT Soe Fie 


eR TSR aE 


SFSReacec GS ow ES 


S@RSER RR T Oaxnl 


March 30, 1878, 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 435 





— 





_— 
——— 


Zeqgal Pews. 


The Morning Post announces that the Prime Minister 
has appointed the Hon. Hamilton J. A. Cuffe to be an 
assistant solicitor to the Treasury. 

Dr. L. Forbes Winslow and Dr. Winn, who were requested 
to examine into the mental condition of the Rev. J. Dod- 
well, have visited him twice in Newgate, and sent in their 
report to the Home Secretary stating that he is of sound 
mind. 


The Archbishop of Canterbury on Saturday morning last, 
in his Palace at Lambeth, conferred the office of Registrar 
of Faculties upon Mr. William Price Moore, of the of 
Messrs. Moore & Currey, in the room of the late Viscount 
Canterbury. Earlier in the month his Grace conferred the 
office of Registrar of the Arches Court upon Mr. Cyrus 
Waddilove, in the room of the late Mr. John Shephard. 
The Archbishop has also, by letters patent or warrant, 
assigned to the Official Principal of the Arches Court and 
Master of the Faculties the portion of the fees received in 
the Faculty Office, heretofore carried to the account of the 
late Viscount Canterbury, in virtue of the sinecure office 
long held by his lordship. Mr. William Price Moore has 
been ceputy-registrar in the Faculty Office for several 
years. 

In the House of Commons on Tuesday, in reply to a 
question by Sir A. Gordon, Mr. Cross said that the Gevern- 
ment intended to give the office of Lord Clerk Register and 
Keeper of the Signet in Scotland to some person in Scotland 
without actual duties, the duties being performed by a paid 
deputy. In connection with this matter the Government 

had in consideration the appointment of an assistant 
Under-Secretary of State attached to the Home Office, who 
shouldbe especially charged with the Scotch business in aid 
of the Lord Advocate. They had considered whether it 
would not be advisable to bring in a Bill to allow this Under- 
Secretary of State to have a seat in that House. He would 
receive a salary, but would be expected to look after the 
Register Office in Scotland and practically perform the 
duties thereof. 


The London correspondent of the Manchester Guardian 
says that Dr. A. J. Stephens, Q.C. and Mr. Jeune have 
—_ an opinion on the law relating to offertories in the 

hurch of England which, if it should be acted upon, will 
revolutionize the practice in @ great many churches. Of 
late years it has become an almost general rule, in London at 
any rate, to have collections after every service, and these 
are taken in the morning, while the offertory sentences in 
the communion service are being read, immediately before 
the prayer for the church militant. A question has, is 
seems, arisen whether according to this rubric the proceeds 
are applicable to other than parochial purpores, and Dr, 
Stephens and Mr. Jeune state that, in their opinion, they 
are not subject to this general rule. The minister and 
churchwardens have the joint right of disposing of the 
money as they please—that is to say, they can give it to 
the poor or apply it to the support of the clergy or the 
parochial schools, and if they disagree the matter must be 
teferred to the bishop. Inno case, however, can the money 
thus collected be legally devoted to an object outside of the 

ish—a foreign missionary society, for example—and the 

t that notice of such intended application may have been 
given makes no difference. Collections for purposes uncon- 
nected with the parish are not illegal, but they can only be 
Properly made after divine service is concluded, and the 
proceeds will be entirely at the disposal of the incumbent. 


At the Manchester Assizes on Monday, Edward Stanley 
Bent, a solicitor who had practised in Manchester many 
years mainly, but not exclusively, in the criminal courte, 
was charged with receiving property which was the result 
of several robberies that had been committed at different 
tailway stations by a young man named Franklin, sometimes 
called Lorado. On the 30th of August Lorado was caught 
in the act of stealing a box from one of the railway stations, 
and he was charged with the theft at the Manchester ses- 
sions, The prisoner defended him; but the case was clearly 
Proved, and the accused was convicted, The proceeds of 
Some of these robberies wero afterwards found in the 

ssion of the prisoner, who now stood charged with 
ving received thom with a guilty knowledge, The 





jury, after deliberating twenty minutes, returned a 
verdict of guilty, but recommended the prisoner to mercy. 
Lord Justice Brett: May I ask on what ground you recom- 
mend an attorney to mercy on a charge like this —The fore- 
man: We consider his age. Lord Justice Brett sentenced 
the prisoner as follows: You have been convicted of a gross 
and disgraceful felony, and you are a man who has had every 
means of knowing and judging what would be the result of 
such a crime. You are one of those men who must be trusted 
in our profession, who are trusted, and deeply trusted, 
in order to assist in the administration of justice. You 
have betrayed that trust. You are one of those who bring 
disgrace on our profession. You are rapacious and grasp- 
ing, taking everything that you can lay your hands upon 
from honest people, and not content with that, taking 
everything that you can lay your hands upon from the 
wretched people whom you have to defend. No one who 
has had the experience that I have can fail to know that 
such men as you not only assist the bad that plunder the 
honest, but that you positively strip naked those who are 
given to yon to defend, and you leave them and their 
families without a chaace of retrieving, because you take 
everything they have. It is not the case of a man who is 
a receiver of stolen goods for the purpose of enticing 
thieves to commit theft or for the purpose of assisti 
thieves to do away with the produce of theft. These 
receivers are more dangerous than such a person as you; 
but they are not more disgraced, and not so much. Bat I 
do not consider it right to punish a person who does not 
assist thieves so severely as I should punish one who does. 
You have committed this disgraceful act in order to satisfy 
your own rapacity. If you had not been a member of the 
profession, and trusted as you have been, I should have 
sentenced you only to imprisonment, but as you are a 
member of the profession and a solicitor, I feel it my 
duty to send you to penal servitude. The sentence I pass 
upon you is that you be kept in penal servitude for five 
years. 

On Saturday, at Bow-street Police-court, Mr. Frederick 
W. Adams, solicitor, of 19, Devereux-court, Temple, was 
charged with a serious assault on Mr. George Robert Scott, 
clerk to Mr. Finlay Knight, barrister-at-law, under the 
following circumstances :—The complainant stated that he 
went to the office of the defendant on Friday afternoon for 
the purpoee of collecting fees due to Mr. Knight, his em- 
ployer. A few words only had passed between them when 
the defendan: ordered him to leave the office, threatening to 
kick him out if he did not go immediately. Witness de- 
clined to go, stating as his reason that he was desired to 
wait for the money, upon which the defendant came behind 
him, seized a brass candlestick, and struck him a severe 
blow on the head, cutting it open, and causing the injuries 
which he exhibited under the bandages, which been 
since applied by the police surgeon. When he got outside 
the chambers he called to a policeman, and gave the 
defendant into custody, the officer being a witness of the 
injury inflicted upoa his temple by a deep cut.—The de- 
fendant: Did you not insult me by saying that I had 
received the fees aud appropriated them ,to my own 
use? Witness: I said that I believed they had been paid 
to you by your clients—Defendant: Did you not kick 
me? Witness: After I had received the blow on my 
head I turned round and kicked you in self-defence. — 
Defendant : Was that not before the alleged assault on 
you? Witness: Certainly not.—The constable, E 253, 
deposed to apprehending defendant and taking the com. 
plainant to Dr, Mills, the divisional surgeon.—The defend- 
ant expressed his regret at what had ocourred, declaring 
that he had been provoked beyond endurance by the insin- 
uation that he had received certain fees and i 
them. He told the complainant that the fees had not been 
paid by his clients, and he may have used pretty strong 
language when the complainant said he did not believe it. 
The first assault was.committed by the complainant him- 
self, and he (defendant) certainly resisted it by taking up 
the candlestick, without intending, however, to inflict any 
serious injury upon him.—Mr. Fiowers: I hope that is so, 
A boy named Robert Baker, clerk to the defendant, swore 
that he witnessad the whole occurrence from the outer 
office, and that he distinotly saw the complainant kick his 
master in the stomach before the blow with the candle~ 
tick was given. Witness swore that the complainant 
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kicked Mr. Adams three times, although the latter had 
deposed to one kicking only.—The defendant having again 
expressed his regret at what had occurred in the heat of 
passion, Mr, Flowers said he should remand the case for a 
week to ascertain the nature of the wound inflicted upon 
the complainant, who did not deny that he kicked the de- 
fendant, althorgh there was a discrepancy in the evideuce 
as to the time when he did so.—The defendant was then 
bound over in his own recognisances for a week. 


Suciettes. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


At the usual weekly meeting of this society, held at the 
Law Institution, Chancery-lane, on Tuesday evening last, 
the 26th inst, Mr. A. M. Ellis, LG.B., in the chair, the ques- 
tion appointed for the evening’s debate was “Should the 
action for breach of promise of marriage be abolished ?”” Mr. 
J. Indermaur opened the discussion, and strongly urged the 
abolition of the action. Mr. Edgworth supported the 
negative, but argued that the action should not be brought as 
at present on the mere evidence of letters and conversations, 
but only on the production of a formal and specific contract 
in writing between the parties. Mr. Crafton also supported 
the negative. After a debate, in which many of the members 
present took part, the question was ultimately decided on a 
division in the negative. 


ee 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


The society met at the Law Institution on Monday, the 
25th inst, Mr. E. H. Quick presiding, to discuss the follow- 
ing point, which was taken from the case of Corhead v. 
Richards, 2 C. B. 569. ‘The mate of a ship writes a letter 
to A. accusing the captain B. of drunkenness and misconduct, 
A. (who bas nothing to do with the matter) forwards the letter 
to the owner of the ship, believing the accusation to be true, 
and thinking himself morally bound to repeat it. The accusa- 
tion is in fact false. Has A. libelled B.?" Mr. Ward in- 
troduced the subject in the affirmative, and was supported in 
his view by Mr. Parker. Messrs. Gatey, Kelke, Rosher, and 
other gentlemen having spoken, a vote was taken, when 
the question was negatived by a majority of two. 

The society met on Wednesday evening last at Clement's 
Inn Hall to discuss the question “ Whether the House of 
Commons had of lae years degenerated in political ability 
and influence.” The affirmative of the subject was main- 
tained by Messrs, Saw, Ashton Cross, and Havergal, the 
negative opinion being supported by Messrs. Rawlings, 
Collyer, Nicholls, and Kelke. The chairman put the ques- 
tion to the meeting, when the negative was carried by pistes 
majority. 








High Court of Hustice, 


COMMON PLEAS DIVISION. 
{Sittings in Banco, before Corentpox, L.J., and Lixpuey, J.) 
March 25.—In the Matter of a Solicitor. 


This was an application on behalf of the Treasury for a rule 
ealling on & solicitor to answer matters in an affidavit. 

Muir Mackenzie appeared on behalf of the Treasury and 
stated that the application was against the solicitor of a con- 
vict named Theodorides, who in the autumn of last year was 
convicted of sending a threatening letter to a young lady and 
sent to penal servitade. The solicitor of the convict wrote to 
the Home Office asking to be allowed to see the convict, and 
stated that he had in his possession a large number of letters 
addressed to the convict by ladies of high position. ‘The 
solicitor of the T , who had become, under the provi- 
sions A alate Act of Parliament, the administrator of the 
conviet's estate, thereupon wrote to the convict’s solicitor and 
desired bitn to deliver up to bim (the solicitor of the Treasury) 
the letters in question. After some pressure, the only letters 
which the solicitor delivered were some of a character quite 
Giflereut from those which he bad originally stated be had io 





his possession,“and the solicitor, in reply to further demands, 
stated that he had no letters to deliver up. : 
The Court granted a rule.— Times. 





EXCHEQUER DIVISION. 


(Sittings in banco, before HuppLEsTOoN, B., and 
LinbLey, J.) 


March 21.—Jn re Binns. 


In this case Mr. Binns, who is a solicitor at Sheffiel 
appeared to show cause in person against a rule calling on 
him to answer certain matter in affidavits. 

Willis, Q.C., appeared in support of the rule. 

The charge against the defendant was that he had sent a 
threatening letter to a Mr. C. Bethell, a law student, and 
the son of a magistrate. The letter was as follows ;— 
“¢ Sheffield, January 30.—Unles3 the sum of £10 obtained 
by you from Mr. A. Streeten by false pretences at Man- 
chester on the 17th inst., with £2 2s. for my costs, be paid 
by return of post, I shall apply for a warrant for your 
apprehension.—Yours obediently, E. Knowtes Brnns,” 

he defendant in showing cause produced an affidavit from 
his articled clerk (Mr. Sharp), stating that he had written 
the letter in question. Mr. Binns asserted that it was 
written without his knowledge, consent, or authority, and 
that as it was beyond the scope of Sharp’s authority and not 
in furtherance of his interests, he ought not to be held re. 
sponsible for it. He could not dismiss his articled clerk 
without an application to the Chancery Division, and Mr, 
Sharp had le't his employment without his consent. It 
could not be said that he had endeavoured to put, or had 
put, any money in his own pocket. 

Wilks urged tbat it was highly improbable that the 
lett r was not shown to Mr. Binns, who had kept his clerk 
for a month after he knew the complaint was made of it, for 
the rule was moved for first in the Common Pleas, on 
February 16, and Mr. Sharp had only left the defendant's 
office a few days since. 

The Covat, holding that the strictest supervision should 
be held over the honourable conduct of its officers, ordered 
a further inquiry before the master, when all the parties 
would have an opportunity ofattending. ‘The question was 
whether this most improper letter had been written in point 
of fact by the authority of, or was afterwards sinctioned by, 
Mr. Binns. The de‘endant had not communicated with 
Mr. Bethell and d sclaimed all knowledge of the letter after 
he found out its existence, but when this was did not pre- 
cisely appear.— Times. 








New OrVers, Ete. 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 


Cuancery Division. 


The Lords Commissioners of her Majesty’s Treasury, 
with the concurrence of the Lord Chancollor and of the 
Master of the Rolle, and in exercise of the powers for this 
purpose given by the 14th section of “ The Courts of Justice 
(Salaries and Funds) Act, 1869,” and of every other power 
or authority enabling them in this behalf, do determine 
and order that, as from the 1st day of January, 1878, there 
be paid to John Raven, John Biddle, and John Ridley 
Newman, three of the junior clerks in the chambers of the 
Master of the Rolls, in addition to their respective present 
salaries of £500 per annum, the salary of £100 per annum 
each, and that such additional salaries be continued to 
them go long as they shall respeotively discharge the higher 
daties now required of them in addition to the daties 
usually devolving on janior clerks in the said chambers, 
but that if in consequence of any other arrangement such 
additional salaries be withdrawn, there shall bo no claim 
for compensation in respect of the loss thereof,—Dated 
this 2nd day of March, 1878. 

Onicuton. 

Row, Winn. 
We concur in this order, 

Catena, C. 

G. Jusszr, MLB. 








"” March 30, 1878. 
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Legislation of the Weck. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
MARCH 21.—BILL READ A SECOND TIME. 
Pustic Barus anpD WASHHOUSES. 
BILL READ A THIRD TIME. 
Private Bitt.—Blackpool Pier. 
MARCH 22.—BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 
Private Brtis,—Clitheroe Gas, Water, and Improve- 


men ARCH 25.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
PrryaTe Brtts.—Birkenhead, Chester, and North Wales 
Railway, Bodmin and Wadebridge and Delabole Railway, 
Cornwall Mineral and Bodmin and Wadebridge Junction 
Railway, Hartlepool Gas and Water. 
MARCA 26.—BILL READ A SECOND TIME. 
PaivaTE BiLt.—Brading Harbour District Gas. 
BisHoprics. 
BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 
PrivaTE Bitts.—Jarrow Improvement. Bristol Port 
and Channel Dock. 
MARCH 27.—BILL READ A THIRD TIME. 
ConsonipateD Funp But (No. 2). 





HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
MARCH 21—BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 
Private Brtts.—Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincolnshire 
Railway, Southport Water, Swindon, Marlborough, and 
Andover Railway. 
BILL READ A SECOND TIME. 
ConsoLipaTep Funp (No. 2). 
MARCH 22.—BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 
Private Brtts.—Bala and Festiniog Railway, Marske 
and Saltburn Gas, Newent Railway, Ross and Ledbury 
Railway. 
TuHRASHING MAcuINEs. 
BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 
Mutmxy. Marine Mutiny. LEccrzsiasrican Buinp. 
wes Fine Insurance (referred to select committee). 
BILL READ A FIRST TIME, 
Creopatra’s NeEptE.—A Bill empowering the Metro- 
“ang Board of Works to accept and maintain the obelisk 
nas Cleopatra’s Needle and other monuments, and to 
provide for the erection of the same on the Thames Em- 
bankment and on other lands; and for other purposes. 
Sir J. M‘G. Hoce.) 
MARCH 25.—BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 
Private Biris.—Tees Conservancy, Wigan Junction 


£. 
4 BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 

Private Bitts.—Dablin Corporation Waterworks Acts 
Anendment, Isle of Wight (Newport Junction) Railway, 
Metropolitan Railway, St. James's Gate Brewery (Dablin) 

ways, South Staffordshire Mines Drainage, Truro 
Water, West Lancashire Railway (Steam Vessels). 
BILLS IN COMMITTEE, 
Mvriny (clause 21 reached.) Poor Law AmenpMENtT 
dcr (1876) AmenpMENT age through committee). 
BILL READ A THIRD TIME, 
Consotmpatep F'unp (No. 2. 
MARCH 26.—BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Privates Binus.—Farnworth and Kearsley Gas, Man- 
theater Division (Stipendiary Justices), London and St. 
Katharine Docks. 

BILL IN COMMITTEE, 
Murry (clauses 22—26), 
MARCH 27.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 

Private Brr1s,—Brecon Markets, aud Exeter Chapel 
@Saint John’s Hospital. 

VALUATION, 





4s an illustration of the value of City property, it 
ise mentioned that the freehold ground-rent of 
per annum arising out of the important premises 
tiaate at the corner of Cornhill and Gracechurch-street, 
2d known as Nos, 59 and 60, Cornhill, covering an arca 


etabout 850 feet, has been sold by Mesars. Harvey & Davids | 
a sum of £33,760, or equal to nearly £40 per equare 





Zaw Students’ Sourwal. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Equity CuassEs, 1878. 

Mr. Lake’s examination will be held in the Lecture Hall 
on Wednesday, the 3rd of April next. The examination 
willcommence at 11 9.m. and conclude at 2 p.m. Sub- 
scribers to the classes are at liberty to attend. 





Cuurt Papers. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota of REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Covrt or Masrez or THs 
Date. =esong Bacen, V.C. Matrys. 


Saturday, Mar. 30Mr. King Mr. Holdship Mr. Latham 





“— 





Monday, April 1 Teesdale Pemberton Merivale 
Tuesday ...... 2 Holdship Ward Milne 
Wednesday.... 3 Teesdale Pemberton Merivale 
Thursday 4 Holdship Ward Milne 
Friday... see . Od Teesdale Pemberton Merivale 
V.0.Bscom. V.C. Hass, susie 
Saturday, Mar. 30Mr. Pemberton Mr. Merivale Mr. Clowes 
Monday, April 1 Clowes Farrer Leach 
Tuesday .... 2 Koe King Latham 
Wednesday.... 3 Clowes Farrer Leach 
Thursday .... 4  Koe King Latham 
Friday...e.... 5 Clowes Farrer Leach 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
MIDDLESEX.—HILARY SITTINGS, 1878. 
ADDITIONAL List oF AcTIONS FoR TRIAL. 
(Continued from page 418.) 

CP 824 Sharpe g Knight) v Willis (J L Dale) 

Ex 825 Tinlin (J B Lay) v Anderson (Pritchard & M) 

C P 826 Bagshaw (J Croft) v Anthony \Chester & Co) 

CP 827 Hunter & ant (A W Sadgrove) v Kerley (E Lloyd) 

Ex 828 Willis (Evans & E) v Higgs (Speechly & Co) 

QB 829 Hill (W D Smyth) v Little (Lumley & L) é 

Q B 830 Clarke & ors (S Camp) v The Vestry of Chelsea (Lee 

& Pemberton) § 

QB 831 Thompson (G Thompson) v Cheaps (Cottman & C) 

832 Peirson (Matthews & W) v London General Omnibus 
Co (Stevens W & H) SJ bs 2 

833° Tapp (Brook & C) v North Central Wagon Co (Chester 
& Co) SJ 


834 Huntley (Kisch, Son & H) v Liley (Lewis & Sons) 
835 General Share Trust Co limd (J S Coleman) v Baum 
& anr (Evans & E) 

836 Crossley (A G Ditton) v Whelan (Brundrett & Co) 
837 Gavin, Thomson & Co (Noon & Clarke) v Anderson 
& Co (Nash & F) : é 
838 Foot & anr (J H Kays) v The British Land Co (R& 

Russell 


© 28 602 © © 
w MW we hw OY 


A ) F 
Ex 839 Wingrove (Hilleary & T) v Badliley (De Jersey, M 
& Son 


C P 840 Harrison & ors (F Taylor) v Tulloch (H W Catlin) 
Ex 841 Stratton & Wife (A Haynes & Son) v Chapple (F 
“arrar) i 

QB 842 Moon (Tilley & S) v The Sarveyor-General of Prisons 
& anr (Hare & Feil) SJ P : 

QB 843 Sexton & Sons (Lumley & L) v Leeson (Berridge £ C) 

QB 844 Young (Janson, C & P) v Leadon & N Western Ry 
Co (R FB Roberts) SJ : 

Ex 945 Tulley & ors (E Kimber) y Field (T W Palwer) 

Ex 846 Swaebe (O W Oakes) v Thistlothwayte (Lake & Co) SJ 

QB 847 Barnes (F B ae ae (R A nae 

Ex 848 Roper (Ingle, C & H) v King (Soard & Son) | 

Ex 849 Burton AR Oldmam) v Fonnereau (I M Cridge) 7 

Q B 860 Metropolitan Board of Works (W W Saiita) v Chi- 
chester (Winter, W & Co) ; F 

Ex 851 Stevenson (R Farber) v Morgan & ors @ Atten- 
borough) withouta jury 

Q B 842 Shore (Foss & L) v (J Neal) 

CP 853 Auatin (J J Watts) ¥ Liebort (In Person) 

Ex 834 Hall (R Voss) v Smith (A B Francis) 

Ex 855 Slatter (J C Fisher & Co) ¢ Morris (& Chalk) 

QB 856 — (V J Chamberlain) + Clutterbuck (P & 

QB 857 Welfare (H Lovy) ¥ Derby (HM P Sheppard) 

0 lima (TC 


aud ussel) 


| OP 858 Gray & wite (Poate & Wi) Bllwood Green Colliery 
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QB 859 Drakeford (R Chapman) v Farquharson (Shaen & Co) 

Ex 860 The City & County Bank, limd (Janson, C & P) v 
Mignon and ors (T W Parkes; T Carter) 

Ex 861 Knell (Mackeson, T & A) v Webb (R De Pere Teanby) 

QB 862 ran & anr (P J Burr) v Rochester & anr (Stoneham 


Ex 863 y (Smith & H) v Parker (W H Stephens) 

Ex 864 Fether & ors (Morten & C) v May (C e's 

QB 865 Bryan & Co (M Shephard) v Bates & Co (J T Moss) 
QB 866 Whistler (J A Rose) v Ruskin (Walker, M & C 

C P 867 Stephens & anr (Peckham, M & P) v Scott & anr 


g W Parkes) 
CP 868 —_— iF Goode) v London Gen Cab Co limd (Wont- 


ner ns 
CP 869 Spratly (Trollope & W) v Ebersburg (Collette & C) 
CP 870 Brewer (Woodbridge & Sons) v sinew Cee & L) 
Ex 871 Willing and anr (A C Lewis) v Kemp (W White) 
QB 872 Clark EwWoolf and Crump) v Swinbourne (Vallance & 


CP 873 AM (Paterson, Sons & G) v Millar (Dod & L) 
CP 874 Rose & ors (Norton & Co) v Gresham Life Assur Soc 
Ex 875 Chapt Gor &O De ITT ) 
00 v Dunn rengrouse 
Ex 876 Semte (Samny v Same (2nd Gee) (Same) 
QB 877 mete M Abrahams & R) v Whiteley (C M 


he) 
QB 878 Asquith g W Sykes) Brown (Baker & N) 
Ex 879 ey of Apothecaries (Green & P) v Bellaers (W T 
icketts 


QB 880 Lee CYante & L) v Lee (Parkers) 
CP 881 ory Moojen & Son (Walter & M) v Henry (Rogers 


& C) 

Ex 882 Peters (Hacon & T) v Borgnet (Crowder & Co) 

QB 883 Deighton (W G Payne) v Rogers (R Hewlett) 

C P 884 Cuddon & ors (T Sismey) v Barnes (W T Ricketts) 
(without a jury) 

CP 885 Drew (F Taylor) Mathew & anr (J M Upfill) 

Ex 886 ae & avr (W T Ricketts) vy Dunham (J J Hutchin- 
son 

Ex 887 Gover (W Tanner) vy Deutschman (J Warner) 

Ex 888 Hollinan (Dod & 2 Price (W T Boydell) 

Ex 889 Biron (A Hunt) v Bramwell (Radcliffe, C & M) 

Ex 890 Randall (Austen, De Gex & H) v Tait & Co (Link- 

later & ~~ 
891 Oakes (O W Oakes) v Johnson & anr (T R Apps) 
892 Toppin (S Toppin) v Sandys (J C Fisher & Co) 
sa (G Thompson) v Broughton (F L Soames) 
(FAA ¢ & Son 


Ex 

cP 

QB 893 W: 

Ex 894 Blackwood (Hewitt & A) v Hi 
: 895 Urquhart (Lane & A) v oe oe & Sons 


896 Pickard (J Cornford) v London 
(H C Godfray) SJ 

897 Fox (W F Neave) v Farrow (W Eley) 

od Chatterton (H W Chatterton) v Brameld (J L Bakes} 

900 


ramways Co, limd 


Q 
Q 
Ex 


cP 

Ex Brough & anr (W A Greatorex) v Mara (H C Barker 

QB South Europe Mining Co, limd (Bircham & Co) v 
Hills (Pattison, W G & Co) SJ 

Ex 901 Hervey (Parkers) v Wilmot (J T Shapland) 

Ex 902 ey of Apothecaries (Green & P) v Dixon (Noon 


& C) 

QB 903 ——- ae & Co) v Dudley, Rolls, & Co (Lan- 
ear 

QB 904 Hayes (Lush & H) v N Metropolitan Tram Co (H C 
Godfray) SJ 


y 
Ex 905 Mitchinson (B Gray) v Davis (In Person) 
CP 906 Sheffield (C A Powell) v Lyne (Tilley & S) 
CP 907 Alexander (White, B & W) v Clifton and anr (Rick- 
ards, W & 1 SJ 
CP 908 Wainwright (Parkis & P) vy London and N Western 
ae ae Co (R F Roberts) S 


aring Brothers (Cope & Co) v Bristol Port Ry & 
Pier Co (Torr and Co) 8J 
Ex 910 — (H F & E Chester) v Thynne (J Whitehouse) 
Ex 911 Hassfield (D E Chandler) v Maddeley (Robinson & P) 
CP 912 Eltiott (J = Harvey) London & St Katherine Dock 
acon 


Co (W ) 
QB 913 The Midland Ry Co (Beale, M B & G) v Cook (Lang- 


CP 914 Parrott (Pawle, F & C) v Gibbs (G B Newman) 

CP 915 tame (Same) v Lovegrove (Same) 

QB 916 Harrin (Cattaros, J & H) v Victoria Graviog 
Dock limd (Gedge, K & M) 8J 

Ex 917 Brown (J B Ly) v Swinhoe & ors (F W Pampbhilon) 

QB 918 Hall (J H Russel) v Cole (T Sismey) 

Ex_ 919 Searle & Co (J Davis) v Benham (J H Waring) 

QB 920 Maskell (Donne, A & Co) v Wells (W Hicks) 

Q B 921 Same (Same) v Same (2ad action) (Same) 

QB 922 Cooper (J R Mayo) v London Tramways Co, limd 

c 

Cc 


H C Godfray) 83 
P 9% Baran Bri, &e., Co, limd (Farlow & J) v Allen 
P 924 Hetherington (J B May) ~ Mansell (Hacon & T) 8J 


TAGE, 
Hvu1sH—WinsLow—March 16, at Patnoy, 





<2 
925 Robinson a.» Dae (S Lickorish ) 
Swift (W Tatton) v Nunn (J D Blake) SJ 
J J Watts) v Gibbs (V C Chamberlain) 
Alder (Peckham, M & P) v aaa I Coat) 
Alcock (G H Hall) v Villars (W 0) 
sy" _—— & L) v Weatherley & ora (Flux 


931 Dryland (Same) v Chambers (G mega) 
932 aS G Chipperfield) v Swain m. pp 
C P 933 Ellwood Green Colliery and Brick (T C Russel) y 
Gray & ors (Poole & H; Jones & S) 
Ex 934 os (Clarke, W & R) v Matthewson (J W Foster } 


When actions are settled out of court the solicitors concerng 
are particularly requested to withdraw the pleadings, as grea 
expense and uncertainty are occasioned to the suitors in othe 
— by the maintenance in the list of actions not intends 

or a e 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


Mar. 29, 1878, 

GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
8 per Cent, Consols, 94} Annuities, April, "85, 93 
Ditto for Account, April 3,94% | Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
Do. 3 per Cent. Reduced, 93% Ex Bills , #1000, 24 per Ct.7 pm. 
New 3 por Cent., 933 Ditto, £500, Do, 7 pm. 
Do, 84 perCent., Jan, 94 Ditto, 2100 & £26¢,7 pm. 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. °94 Bank of England Stock, 
Do 5 per Cent., Jan. "13 Ditte for Account. 
Annuities, Jan. ’80 


et 


RAILWAY STOOK,. 
Railways. 





|\Paid.| Closing Price, 


Stock | Bristol and Exeter | 
Stock) Caledonian 
Stock|Glasgow and South-Western ..... teeeeeeees soee0e 
Stock |Great Eastern Ordinary Stock sessersssssesseees| | 
Stock Great Northern sess. seeeee ene evensereseseeenes i 
Stock! Do., A Stock* 

Stock|Great Southern and Western of Ireland 
Stock Great Western—Original...... 
Stock|Lancashire and Yorkshire 

Stock London, Brighton, and South Co . 
Stock| London, Chatham, and Doveries..sssccsseeseseres 
Stock London and North-Western .,.,.... . 
Stock| London and South Western........0.000 ow 
Stock Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln ......00 
Stock|Metropolitan 
Stock} Do., District 
Stock Midland 

Stock North British 
Stock| North Eastern 
Stock North London 
Stock North Staffordshire s.sssecoserseserreeseeseeveeee 
Stock South Devon 
Stock 'South-Eastern “ 


* A receives no dividend uatil 6 per cent. has been paid to B. 



























































BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
ARMITAGE—March 22, at Glebe House, Amwell, Ware, the 
wife of F, Leathten Armitage, Middle ‘Temple, of a son. 
ELWELL—March 25, at 4, Regent’s-park-terrace, Gloucester- 
gate, the wife of W. C. B. Elwell, barrister-at-law, of a son. 
HoyLanp—March 19, at Rotherham, Yorkshire, the wife of 
Charles Hugh Hoyland, solicitor, of a son, : 
Mactean—March 26, at 9, Southwell-gardens, Queen’s-gate, 
§.W., the wife of Francis W. Maclean, of the [nner Temple, 
barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 
MALDEN—March 23, at 39, Belsize-square, N.W., the wile of 
Charles Edward Malden, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 
TREHEARNE—March 25, at 3, Clifton-terrace, Upper Richmo' 
road, Putney, the wife of A, T. Trehearne, solicitor, of a son. 
Yerrs—March 25, at 5, Lansdowne Villas, Lansdowne-road, 
Croydon, Surrey, the wife of Henry Muskett Yetts, of 56, 
Linooln’s-inn-fields, Middlesex, of « son. 


Marcus Bourne 
Huisb, of the Inner Temple, barrister-at-law, to Catherine 
Sarah, daughter of Thomas Ewing Winslow, .C., of Matl- 
borough House, Putney. 

DEATHS. 

Dimonp—March 23, at 27, Royal York-crescent, Cliftos, 
William rae Dimond, of Penmorva, Falmouth, barrister 
at-law, aged 49, 

HomyaaY— March 2%, at 3, Golistone-terrace, Cliftonville, 

Srons—March 23, at 24, South Bank, Regent’s-park, Georg? 


Stone, solicitor : 
, ‘arch 26, at Newland, near Hull, Herbert 


TemMPLeMan—M 
‘Contes Templeman, solicitor, of Now Ina, aged 74. 
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LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Tuxspay, March 26, 1878. 
Sater, Willem, and Arthur Charles Poole, Norfolk st, Manchester. 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Frrpay, Mar. 22, 1878. 
LimireD uN CHANCERY. 

David Lloyd and Company, Limited.—Creditors are required, on or 
before April 30, to send the:r names and addresses and the par- 
ticulars of their debts or claims to Arthur Henry Gibson. Waterloo 
st, Birmingham. Friday, May 10, at 12, is appointed for hearing 
and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

Imperial Investment Assvciation, Limited.—Creditors are required, on 
or before April 30, to send theic names and addresses and the par- 
ticvlars of their debts or claims to Harrington Evans Broad, Wal- 
brook. Tuesday, May 7, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudi- 
cating upon the debts and claims : 

Minho District Railway Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, 

ented Mar 18, directed to be heard before M.R. on Saturday, 
$0. Argles and Rawiings, Gracechurch st, solicitors for the 
petitioner a‘ 

Van Consols Lead and Barytes Mining Company, Limited.—The M.R. 
has by an order dated Jan 18, appointed Heary Wilson, Bartholomew 
Honse, Bartholomew lane, and Adam Murray, Broadmoor, Beggelley, 
to be official liquidators 


TuEspay, Mar. 26, 1878. 
LimiTsp In CHANCERY. 
Hafod Lead Mining Company, Limited.—By an order made by V.C. 
Hall, dated Mar 15, it was ordered that the above company be wound 
. Faliows ani Brown, Lancaster place, Strand, agents for Jones, 
Aberystwith, solicitor for the petitioners 
Mid Wales Hotel Company, Limited —The M.R. has by an order dated 
Jan 23, appointed Howard Forester Knight, Moorgate st buildings, 
Moorgate st, tu be official liquidator 
Regent United Service Stores, Limited.—Cred ‘tors ave required, on or 
before May 1, to seni their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims to John Folland Lovering, Gresham st. 
Monday, May 13, at 2, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating 
upon the debts aad claims 


Country Pauatine oF LANCASTER. 
Faipay, Mar. 22, 1878. 
Bankwood Spinning and Doubling Company, Limited.—By an ordeor 
made by the V.C. dated Mar 4 it was ordered that the above company 
bewound up. Jackson, Ashton-under-Lyne, solicitor for the peti- 


tioner 

TvuEspay, Mar. 26, 1878. 
Ditton Coal and Iron Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, 
presented Mar 22, directed to be heard before the V.C. at his 
chambers Stone buildings, Lincoln’s inn, on April 8. Mather, 
Liverpool, Agent for Darlington ani Soas, Wigan, solicitors for the 


titioners 
Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Turspay, Mar. 26, 1878. 
Blandtord Friendly Society, Assembly Rooms, Blandford, Dorset. 
Mar 21 


8t Peter’s Union Benefit Society, Kiog’s Arms Inn, Marlborough, 
Wilts Mas 22. 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Turspay, March 12, 1878. 
Harvey, William, Glasgow. April 27. Next of kin, V.C. Malins 
Holmes, Edward, Sneachill, Worcester, Yeoman, and Philip Holmes, 
Pinyin, Worcester, Farmer. March 30, Holmes v Holmes, V.C, 
Bacon. Westwood, Birmingham 
Payne, Edwin William, Bradley’s buildings, Pentonville, Railway 
Tartiogs Trimming Manufacturer, Aprill0. V.0. Hall. Hunter, 
Abchurch House, Sherborne lane 
Vaughan, William Abner, Jewry st, Aldgate, Commission Agent, April 
%. Jobson v Shepherd, V.C, Hall. Parks, Leadenhall st 
Yager, Frederick, South Shields, Pork Butcner. April 15, 
Hornung, V.C. Malins, Scott, Essex st, Strand 


Fruipay, March 15, 1878, 
Clough, James, Southport, Gent. Aprill5. Wainwright v Hall, M.R. 
Kynaston, Que-n st, Cheapsids 
Gale, Charles William, Chepstow, Monmouth, Esq. Aprill0. Gale v 
Gale, V.C. Malins. Sole, Cheltenham 
Hack, Thomas William, Blue Anchor rd, Bermondsey, Brick Merchant. 
April2, Hack v Hack, V.C. Bacon. Chapman, London-wall 
nes E-ther, St Mary's rd, Pectham, April 15, Roach v Haynes, 
0. Hall. Cockell, Tooley st, Southwark 
Manwel', George, cb Gent. April 25. Manwell v Burt, M.R. 
Trollope and Winchworth, Abingdon st, Westminster 
Tallis, Richard Poyntel|, Walsall, Stafford, Attorney's Clerk. April 
20. Nuttirg v Nutting, M.R. Mote, South sq, Gray’s inn 
Tourville, Madeline de, Southwick crescent, Hyde park. April 15, 
Wilding v Robertson, V,C, Malins, Williams, Bank buildings 
Tvugspay, March 19, 1878, 
Blackmore, George, Wharf rd, City rd, Cemont Merchant, May 1. 
more v Bowen, V.O, Hall. Imbert-Terry, Gresham st 
c Ulery, T. ones, and Thomas William Coul'e y. Aprill8, Hall v 
Murrell, V.C. Hall, Tatham and Oo, Queen Victoria st 
Hanccok, Thomas, Sturminster, Dorset, Ironmonger, April 29, Han- 
cock v Edwards, V.C. Hall. Dashwood, Sturminster 
i, Mary, Wolverhampton, April 20, Tildesey v Harper 
V.C, Hall. Charles, Gracechurch st 
er, William, New Cross, Surrey, Timber Morohant. April 15. 
Trott vy Palmer, V.C.Malins. Burn, Bell yard, Dootor’s commons 
» Jolin, Tavistock terrace, Upper Holloway, Gent. Aoril 19, 
v Portor, M.R, Mackcsoa and Oo, Lincoln's inn fisids 


Yager v 





Smitb, George Joseph, baston, nr Birmingham, Gent, April 16. 
Smith vSuich, MR. Wainwright, Dadiey " 

Snaz:ll, Lawrence, Woodditton, Cambr Farner. April 15. 
Snazeil v Snazell, M.R. Partridge, Bury St Edmunds 

Speller, James, Caledonian rd, Contractor. April 20. Spellerv Speller, 
V.C, Hall. Boulton and Sons, Northampton sq, Clerkenwell 

Tittensor, Richard, Newcastle-under-Lyme, Innkeeper. April 18. 
Helme v Tittensor, V.C. Hall. Sianey, Newcastle-under-Lyme 

Zarfass, Jacob, Drury-lane, Baker. April 10. Zarfass v Zarfass, V.C. 
Hall, Gowing and Mandale, Coleman st 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35, 
Last eg Claw. 
Fripay, . 15, 1878. 
Abbe, Apel, Colsterworth, Lincoln, Fellmonger. May 1. Atter 
‘amfor 
Barnes, Elizabeth Gaggs, Knottingly, York. April 1. Barker, Leeds. 
Bargess, Mary Ann, Holme Pierrepont, Nottingham. June 1. Dow- 
son and Wright, Nottingham 
Carnon, Henry John, Ventnor, Gent. May 1. 
Moorgate st 
Carter, Samuel, Clifton place, Hyde park, Esq. Mayl. Walker and 
Co, King’s rd, Gray’s inn 
Cunningham, Anz, Clifton, Bristol. April 5. Benson, Bristol. 
Curson, Sarah Bell, Wakeford Villa, New Hampton. Aprill7. D 2m- 


mett, Gresham st 
—— Grace, Saint Helen’s, Lancashire. April 30. Riley, Saint 
en's 
A Sate Gerard, Harrogate, Gent. Aoril 16. Jeremiah Ingham, 
fax 
Fielding, Charles, Amoy, China. April 16. Flavell and Bowman 
Bedford row 
Firth, Sarah, Armley, nr Leeds. April 1. Lodge, Leeds 
Fountaine, Kev John, Southacre Reciory, Norfslc. May 10. Cheston 


and Sons, Great Winchester st 
Guest, Robe:t, Manchester, Surgeon. May 1. Jeans and Co, Warring- 


Wansey and Bowen 


ton 
a Isaac, Nottingham, Hosier. May 1. Towle and Co, Notting- 


am 
Jameson, William, Wianes, Lancashire, Pawnbroker, April 14 
Bremner and Co, Liverpool 
Jeffries, James, Stanton Draw, Somerse*, Yeoman. May 1, Chapman 
Weston-super-Mare 
t's Martha, Wield, Hants. May 11. Blackmore aad Son, Alres- 
‘or 
Lane, John Weod, Macclesfie'\d, Hosier. May1. Barclay and Hex- 
stock, Macclesfield ‘ 
Macaire, Jane, Devonshire st, Portiand place. April 11. Freshfields 
and Williame, Bank buildings 
Muller, Henry Charies, Northampten sq, Furrier. Mar 29. Foster, 
Birchia lane 
Peacock, Henry Bar:y, Swintoa, Lancishira, Gent. April26, Welsh, 
Manchester 
Riches, William, Kenton st, Brunswick sq, Licensed Victualler. April 
16. Angell and Imtert-Terry, Gresham st 
odbourn, Ano, Calne, Wilts. April 18. Clarkson aud Henly, Calner. 
Rogers, Henry, Hagley, Worcester, Gent. April 30. Rogers and 
Jordan, Stourbridze 
Smith, Thomas, Sheepcote Farm, Harrow-on-the-Hiull, April 15. 
Stileman and Neate, Soathamptun st, Bioomsbary sq 
—_ John, Clapham id, Gent. May 31. Snell, George st, Mansion 
couse 
Symcnds, John, Oxford terrace, Hyde park, Gent. May 31. Haines, 
Little Queen st, Westminster 
Thompson, Sophia, Edgbaston, Warwick. April 12. Stubbs, Bir- 
mingham 
Uniacke, Charles Hill, Army and Navy Club, Pall Mal’, Major 2ad 
Dragoons, April 30. Markby and Co, Coleman st 
Vesey, Mary Sydney, Pisa, Italy. April, 30. Bartlett, Arthar st 
West, London Bridge 
bee James, Liverpool, Contractor.. May 12. Quinn and Son, Liver- 


poo! 

Wilkins, John, Nottingham, Manufacturer. June 1. Dowson and 
Wright, Nottingham 

Wood, Thomes Ado!phus, Manchester, Timber Merchant. May I. 
Slater and Poole, Manchester 

Wright, Richard, Highbury crescent, Highbury, F.oar Factor, April 
20, Plews and Co, Mark lane 

Young, Careline, Meldon. May}. Crick and Freeman, Maldon 

Bankrupts. 
Fripay, Mar, 22, sts. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Kagistrar. 
To Surrender in London. 

Sheppard, Frank, Seven Sisters rd, Boot Dealer. Pet Mar2l, Pepys. 

April 10 at 12 
To Surrender in the Country, 

Cave, George Gordon, png Tydtit, Brewer. Pot Mar20. Rassell. 
Merthyr Tydfil, April 3 at 12.30 

Garbett, John, Kingswinford, St.ffnt, oat of business. Pet Mar 15. 
Harward. Stourbridge, April 12 at 11 

Harvey, Thomas, Southtown, Suffolk, Snipwright Foreman. Pet Mar 
20. Werlledge. Great Yarmouth, April 5 at 11 

Hirst, Witliam, Marsh, York, Commission Agent. Pet Mar20. Jones. 
Huddersfield, April 3 at 11 

Peace, Thomas Roland, Birmingham, Butcher, Pet Mar li. Cole. 
Birmingham, April 8 at 2 

ee F » Ascot. Pet Mar 16. Darvill. Windsor, 

at 
Rooke, Stephon Smith, Leeds, Bookkeeper, Pet Mar20. Marshall, 
April 10 atll 
wt} Henry, Liverpoo’, Jeweller, Pet Mar 18. Cooper, Liverpoo!, 
at ia 

Wobdster, Ambrose, Brick-kiln Croft, Wolverhampton, General Dealer. 
Pot Mar 8. Sanders. Wolverhampton, April 9 at 12 

Whitaker, Thomas, Colchester, Builder, Pet Mar 18, Baraes. Col- 

chester, April 6 ata 
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Torspay, Mar. 26, 1878. 


Under the Bankruptey Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts te the Registrar. 


fo Surrender in London. 
Wade, Johv, Burley, nr Leeds, Money Lender. Pet Mar 21. Hazlitt. 


April 10 at 12 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Harman, George, Winchester, General Dealer. Pet Mar 20. Godwin. 
Winchester, April 5 at 12 
Turner, George, Oldham, Builder. Pet Mar18. Tweedale. Oldham. 
April 6 at 12 . 
Walker, William, Bare, Lancashire, Farmer. Pet Mar 22. Hulton. 
Preston, April 11 at 12 5 
Whyte, Juin Gray, Birmingham, Grocer. PetMar2l. Cole. Bir- 
mingham, April 12 at 2 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Tvxspar, March 26, 1878. 
Jacobs, Sidney, Camberwell New rd, Camberwell, Gent. Mar 26 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fripay, Mar. 22, 1878, 


Abrahame, Joseph, Diiffield rd, Victoria park, Clothier. April 4 at 2 
at offices of Waring, Grethem buildings, Guildhall 

Ademson, Andrew, Hartlepool, Grocer. April 6 at 12 at oftices of Mar- 
sball, Church st, West Hartlepool 

Adie, Francis, Bilston, Grocer. April 4 at 3 at offices of Jaques, Cherry 
st, Birmingham ‘ 

Ainge, Stephen, Balsall heath, Worcester, Tailor. April 3 at 10.15 
at offices of Smith, Temple s', Birmingham 

Airsworth, Henry, Romford, Watchmaker. April 5 at 12 at offices of 
Clifton and Haynes, South st, Romford 

Aldiss, Frederick, Fakenham, Norfolk, Grocer. April 5 at 12 at offices 
of Chittock and Woods, Bank st, Norwich 

Awburn, Thomas, Bewesst’e, Cumberland, Farmer. April 8 at 2 at the 
Scotch Arms Inn, Brampton. Forst-r, Brampton 

Bailey, Joseph, Wes‘on-siper-Mare, Shopkeeper. April 4 at 12 at 
offices of Parsons, High st, Brisiol, Baker and Co, Weston-super- 


re 
Bamlett, Thomas Robinson, Haverton hill, Durhem, out of business. 
April 5 at 11 at offices of Peacock, Zetland rd, Middlesborough 
Beacham, John, Rotherhithe, 8aw Mill Proprietor. Mar 30 at2 at 94, 
Vessall rd, Camberwell New rd 
Bell, James. Brandon Colliery, Durham, Draper. April 4 at 11 at 
offices of Moore, jun, Bishop Auckland 
Bell, John, and John Trolley, Great Grimsby, Boat Builders. April 5 
at 11 atoffices of Grange and Wintringham, St Mary’s chambers, 
West St Mary’s gate, Great Grimsby 
Bernard, Jean Baptiste, Neal st, Bloomsbury, Linen Draper. April 1 
at 10 at offices of Lane, Gresham st 
Berry, Peter, Manchester, Clothier, April 3 at 11 at offices of White- 
head, Brown st, Manchester 
Birnie, Joseph, Leacerhall st, Ship Builder. April 5 at 3 at the Guild- 
halt Tavern, Gresham st. Stocken and Jupp, Lim; stsq 
Brain, John, Ross, Hereford, Innkeeper. AprilG at 11 at offices of 
Minnett and Co, St Mary st, Ross 
Branston, Thomas Richard, Castle Bytham, Lincoln, Draper. April 5 
at 11 at offices of Law, St Mary’s place, Stamford 
Brooks, Thomas, Manchester, Fish Salesman. Aprii 4at11 at offices 
of Sampson, Fouth King ot, Manchester 
Browett, Henry, Derby, Yarn Merchaor. April 8 at 3 at offices of 
Mocdy, Corn Market, D rby 
Browne, James, Beswick, Mavchester, Grocer. April 2 at 11 at offices 
of Ritson and Grandy, Cross st, Manchester 
Browne, Leonard William, Talbot rd, Westbourne park, Dressmaker. 
Mar 30 at 4 at offices of Kisch, Argyll place, Regent st 
Chapman, Samuel Harrison. Rotherham, York, Mason. April 2 at 11 
at offices of Hr dekinson. Westgate, Rotherham 
C ark, Wil im, Scarborough, Lodging house Keeper. April 10 at 3 at 
offices of Cornwall and Watts, Queen st, Scarborough 
Collinghem, Henry, K-igh'ey, York, Worsted Spinner. April 5 at 12 
at offices of Wooi and Co, Commercial bank buildings, Bradford. 
Weatherhead and Borr, Keighley 
Cowell, John, St Pau?s rd, Burdett rd, Twine Manuactarer. April I 
at 3 at cffices of Bucharan ard Rogers, Basinghall st 
Crilley, Joseph, Manchester, Furnitare Dealer. April 1 at 11 at offices 
of Whit, Kieg st, Manchester, Dawson, Manchester 
Crisp, Samuel, Beth, Genera) Dealer. April 15 at 12 at offices of Col- 
lins, Abbey churchyard, Bath 
Crowther, famuel, Scarborough, Common Brewer. April 4 at 10.30 at 
the George Hotel, Market st, Bradford. Williamson, Scarborough 
Curry, Jawes, Leicester, Boot Manufactarer. April 5 at 3 at offices of 
Wright, Belv ir +t, Leicester 
Cu:till, Aubrey Richard, U: ion court, Old Broad st, Insurance Broker. 
— Sat 3at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st, Bradley, Mark 


ne 

Dainton, John Burgess, Derby, Corn Commission Agent. April 13 at 
11 at offices of Brigg, Amen alley, Derby 

Daiglich, George Drommord Walker, Newport, Mcn, Mining Eng!- 
ong Apriillt at 11 at offices of Williams and Co, Dock st, New- 


por 

Dawson, Henry, Birmingham, Grocer. April 2 at 3 at offices of Duke, 
Tempie row, Birmingham 

Deil, Joseph, Helfax, York, General Decorative Painter. April 5 at 
2 at offces of Tenrant ant Rayner, Brighouse 

Durn, James, Manchester, Bookbinder. April 3 at 2 at offices of Mann, 

Dutton Sette! i York, Boot Manuf 

fton, amin, Armley, Yor mufacturer, April 3 at 3 at 

Wharton’s Hite]. Park lane, Leeds, Lon bottom pe 

Eagle, Will'am, Kingston-upon-Hull, Smack Owner. April 4 at 2 at 
offices of Uiddlemi-s and 'Peares, Parliament st, K ingstcn-upon -Hall 

Elis, Charles, Shefi l4, Drazer's Assistant. April 6 at 12 at offices of 
Porret’, Bank 9°, Sheffield 





7 : —<—<— 
Entwistle, Joseph, Over Darwen, Lancashire, Builder. A) 
at offices of Hind Bolton rd, Over Darwen pel Oct 
Fi ggures, bree ‘alsall, Baker. April 5 at 1! ‘at offices of Glover, 
st, Wal 
Firth, Sir Charks Henry, {Knt, Heckmondwike, York, Merchant. 
April 5 at 3 at offices of Jones and Co, Albion place, Leeds. Carrang 


Cadman, Gomersal 

Ford, Robert, Newcastle-under-Lyme, Licensed Victualler. April 5 
at 12 at offices of Mayer, Waterloo rd, Burslem 

Forman, William Johnston, Boston rd, Lower Norwood, Schoolmaster, 
April 6 at 11 at offices of Salaman, King st, Cheaps de 

Forster, Robert James, Royal Oak Public house, Westbourne grove, 
Barman. April 1 at 2 at offices of Fenner and Co, Gresham buildinge, 
Guildhall. Hutchinson, Gresham buildings 

Francis, George Douglass, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Theatrical Manager, 
April 4 at 11 at offices of Stanford, Collingwood st, Newcastle-upon- 


Tyne 

Forse, William, Stretford, Lancashire, Boot Dealer. April 5 at 3 at 
offices of Sutton and Elliott, Fountain st, Manchester 

Gissing, Thomas Shipp, Great Barton, Suffolt, Miller. April 13 at12 
at the Guildhall, Bury St Edmunds. Salmon and Son, Bury St Bi. 


munds 
Glaholm, James, Dinnington, Northumberland, Farmer. April? at 


upon-Tyne 

Goodby, Samuel, jur, Birmingham, out of business. April 4 at 3at 
offices of Baller and Bickley, Bennett’s bill, Birmingham 

Grant, Barrass, and Jacob Anker, Neweastle-upon-Tyne, Hatters, 
April 3 at 2 at offices of Joel, Newgate st, Newcast!e-upon-Tyne 

Gray, Isaac, Tiverton, Devon, Draper. April 4 at? at offices of Cock. 
ram, St Peter st, Tiverton 

Griffiths, Thomas, Kington, Hereford, Innkeeper. April 3 at 4 at 
offices of Bo?enham and Temple, Kingron 

Hac kett, Richard, Ospringe r¢, Kentish town, no occupation. April 5 
at 3 at 33, Gresham st. Price, Walbrook 

Hainsworth, David, Leeds, Cloth Manufacturer. April 3 at lat 
offices of Scott, Albion st, Leeds 

Hal!, Matthew, Leeds, Wool‘ex Merchant. April 2 at 3 at offices of 
Turner, Park sq, Leeds 

Ha!!, Thomas, Dewsbury, Grocer. April 8 at 2.30 at offices of Stiple- 
ton, Union st, Dewsbary 

Hall, William, Cambridge, Stonemason. April 3 at 12 at officesof 
Ellison and Co, Alexandra st, Petty Cury 

Hancock, John, Swansea, Potato Merchant. April 4at 11 at offices of 
Field, Adelaide chambers, Swansea 

Hay, William, Gateshead, Durham, Builder, April 1 at 12 at offices 
of Rhagg, West st, Gateshead 

Heys, Ralph Heatley, Southport, Wine Merchant. April 12 at 3 at the 
Union Hotel, Clayton sq, Liverpcol. Ashworth, Rochdale 

Himsworth, Charlee, Westgate, Wakefield, Tin Plate Worker. A 
5 at 2 at offices of Marks, Townhall chambers, King st, Wakefie’ 

Hindley, John, Nottingham, Paiater. April 5 at 12 at offices of Shel- 
ton, S: Peter’s churchyard, Nottingham 

Hitching, Richa d, Wethersficld, E-s:x, Farmer. April 8 at 11 at the 

Vine Inn, Great Bardfield. Evans and Eagles, John st, Bedford row 

Hobbs, John, Bicking'on, Devon, Farmer. April 2 at 3 at offices of 
Chanter and Co, Bridge ball chimbers, Barastaple 

Holland, Henry, Birmingham, Chemist. Aprl 2 at 2 at officzs of 
Hawkes and Weekes, Temple st, Birmingham 

Hope, Charles, Malpas, Cheshire, Innkeep»r. April 5 at 2 at the 

Adelphi Hote!, Crewe. Sm'th, Cort’s baidings, Liverpool 

Hopton, Alfred, Anselm rd, West Kensington, no occupatio2. April 
3 at 3 at offices of Aird, Eastchcap ’ 

Howard, George, Manchester, Chemist. April 3 at 3 at offizes of Jones, 

Bridge st, Manchester 

Hunt, George, South Milford, York, Agent. April 5 at 11 at officss of 

Lees and Co, New Ivegate, Bradford 

Ibbotson, Benjamin, Swinton, York, Boot maker. April 2 at 3 at offices 

of Rhodes, High st, Ro herjam 

Ireland, Robert Hi'l, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Solicitor’s Clerk. April 

2 at 11 at offices of Johnston, P.lgrim st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Isaac, Thomas, and Andrew Isaac, Grimsby, Lincoln, Farmers. April 
4 at 11 at offices of Grange and Wintringham, St Mary’s chambers, 

West St Mary’s gate, Great Grimsoy 

Jagger, John, North Deyne, nr Hnddersfield, Stone Merchant, April 
4 at 3 at offices of Drake, John William st, Huddersfield 

Jarland, Annette, Hereford. April5at 3 at o‘lices of Andrews and 

Mason, Ironmonger lane, Cheapside. Symonds, Hereford 

Jessop, John Gill, and Thomas Sutton L'ster, Liverpool, Habardashers. 

April 3 at 3,20 at 1, South John st, Liverpool. Court, Liverpool 

Jones, Evan, Ystulyfera, Glamorgan, Licensed Victualler. April 6 at 

li at offices of Thomas, York p'ace, Swans:a 

King, Matthew, Upper North st, Caledonian rd,’Cab Proprietor. Apri! 
5 at 8 at offices of Bohm, Uld Jewry 

Kirton, Thomas, Newcastle upon-Tyne, Provieion Merchant. April 2 
at 11 at offices of Wilson, Collingwood et, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Knight, Stephen, Birmingham, Grocer. April 2 at 3 at offices of Fal- 

lows, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Krammer, Jos!, Plammer’s row, Commercial ri east, Fish Salesman. 
A ; » 4 at 11 at offices of Brighten and Parker, Bishopsgate 

without 

Lasa, Marcos, Fenchurch st, Merchant, April 4 at 12 at offices of 

Cramp and Son, Philpot lane 

Laurence, George, Huddersfield, Wholesale Clothier, April 1 at II at 

offices of Learoyd and Cv, Buxton rd, Hudiersfiell 

Lill, Wiliam Atkin, Sheffield, Boot Manufacturer, April 5 at 2 at 
offices of Taylor, Norfolk row, Sheffield « 

Loughton, Mary Ann, Hickling, Nottingham, out of business, April 

12 at 12 at Clinton Arms, Newars-upon-JTrent. Belk, Nottingham 

Lowrey, Stephen, Liverpool, Provision Dealer. April 4 at 3 at offices 
of Ritson, Date st, Liv 

acintyre, Peter, Long Eaton, Derby, Drapor. April12 at 12 at 

offices of Whittingham, Exchange walk, Nottingham 

rks, David Lewis, ana Roland Samuel Nib‘ott, Ginal rd, Mile End, 

jfriaters. April 8 at 4 at offices of Lee, Gresham buildings, Basing- 





st 
Marmion, Thomas Henry, Lewisham, Kent, Clerk to a Licensed 
Vietualler, April 6 at if at offices of Philp, Badgs row, Cannon at 
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Marshall, Thomas, Saltburn-by-the-Sea, York, Grocer. Aprit 2 at 11 
gt Argyle Hotel, High st, Stockton-on-Tees, Robson, Middles- 
boro’ 
Mason, Edwin, Birmingham, Ooal Dea'er. April 4 at 12 at offices of 
hill, Birmi ingham 
Edward, Worcester, Grocer. April3 at 3 at offices of Pitt, 
the Avenue, Cross, Worcester 
Freeman, Up apne, Rutland, Carpenter. April4 at 3 
d, Charles Matthew, Greenwich, Kent, Fly Proprietor. 
9 at 2 at offices of Pook and Son, Tudor House, Greenwich 
Newton, John Bickin, Huddersfield, Architsct. April 3 at 3 at offices 
Nicholas, James, Lower Broughton, Lancashire, Book-keeper. April 
4 at 11 at offices of Barker, King st, Manchester 
Is, William Medlycott, Gracechurch st, Insurance Broker. April 
pper Thames st 
Nixon, Thomas, Stoke-upon-Trent, Boot Maker. April 2 at ll at Cope- 
land Arms Hote], Stoke-upon-Trent. Bagnall, Stoke-upon- Trent 
Ricketts, Paragon, Bath 
Norbury, George Albert, Birmingham, Grocer. April 5 at 3 at offices 
of Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham 
April 
8 at 1 at George Hotel, Chard. Reed and Cook, Taunton 
Pape, Matthew, Kingston-upon-Hull, Tailor, 
of Stead and Sibree, Birhop !ane, Kingston-upon-Hull 
Parfitt, Selina, Redland, Bristol. April 4 at 2 offices of Hobbs and 
Sinnott, broad st, Bristol. Sturge, Bristol 
April3 at 13 at 
offices of Clarke, High st, Welshpool 
Pegg, Samuel. Grafham, Huatingdon, Innkeep:-r. 
of Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham. Gaches, Pet-rborough 
Pepper, Arthur Lloyd, Cinterbury, Kent, Draper. April 9 at 3 at 
Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Merriman and Morris 
builders. Apri! 5 at 1 at Magor’s Commercial Hotel, Newton Abbott. 
Pearse, Plymouth ‘ 
Pilgrem, Charles Henry, Saffron Walden, Essex, Tailor. April 8 at 11 
Cambr:dge 
Pitt, Benjamin, Manchester, Draper. April 5 at 2 at offices of Adéle- 
w and Warburton, Norfolk st, Manches‘er 
April 5 at 3 


Reuben aie ig! emcee ogham. Cowdell, Birmin 
at offices of Pateman, Uppingham 
April 
of Welsh, Queen st, Huddersfield 
12 at 1 at Lloyds, Royal Exchange. Cottor, U, 
Noad, Fraucis, Bath, Licensed Victualler, April 3 at 12 at offices of 
Northcott, James Bumblecombe, Chard, Somerset, Innkeeper, 
April 3 at 12 at ofices 
Peate, Wiliam, Llaneyni:w, Montgomery, Miller. 
April 5 at 12 at 
Philip, Margaret, and Alexander Philip, Sandquay, Dartmouth, Ship- 
at offices of Boyes and Child, Poultry. Eil'son and Co, Petty Cury, 
Platt, George, Birmingham, Chandelier Manufacturer. 


at offices of Wood ard Son, Waterloo st, Birmingham 

Plows, Robert, Coatham, York, Builder, April 3 at 11 at the Welling- 
ton Hotel, Albert rd, Middlesborough. S:ll, Middlesborough 

Plummer, George, York, Farmer, April6 at tl at offices of Young, 
Lew Ousegate 

Poynton, William, Birmingham, Grocer. April 3 at 11 at offices of 

reen, Waterloo st, Bir.cinghain 

Read, R'cha:d, Snein‘’on, Nottingham, General Dealer. April8 at 12 
at offices of B.ittle, St. Peter’s chambers, St. Peter’s gate 

Rumsey, James, Oxford, Master of Arts. April 1 at 12 at offices of 
Bickerton, Ship st, Oxford 

Salmon, Thomas, Stoke-upon-Tre nt, Cab Driver. Mar 23 at 12 at offices 
of Oer:on, Glebe duildings, Stose-upon-Tre..t 

Sampson, John White, Deptfcrd, Kent, Baker. April 4 at 3 at 145, 
Cheapside, Philp, Budge row, Cannon st 

Sanders, Henry, Shanklin, I-le of Wight. Bui'der. April 2 at 2 at the 
Cambrian house Oices, Market st, Ryde. Fardell 

Seddon, Joshua, Coridge, Stafford, Earthenware Manufacturer, April 
lat 11 at offices of Tennant and Co, Cheapside, Hanley 

Short, Jacob, Craven terrace, Hyde park, Van Proprietor. April 9 at 
2 at offices of Rule and Heal, Westbourne grove, Bayswater. Digby, 
Hill’s place, Oxford st 

Skaife, William, Leeds, Provision Dealer, April 2 at 3 at offices of 
Pullan, Bank chambcrs, Park row, Leeds 

Smith, Jabez, Bratford, York, Sewing Machine Merchant. April 3 at 
11 at offices of Ford and Warren, A!bion st, Leeds 

Smith, John, HarJing’s Wood, Stafford, Beerseller. 
Albion House, Hanley. Walker 

Smith, William, Brookend, Ross, Goach Builder, April 8 at 11 at 

lees of Minett aud Co, St. Mary st, Ross 

Stubbs, John, Pinchbeck, West, Line In, Baker. April 4 at 4 at offices 
of Cockayne, Fletcher ga‘e, Nottingham 

Sutton, George Ambro<e, West Hartlepoo!, Merchant. April 9 at3 at 
offices of Bell, Church st, West Hartlepool 

bot, Wal'er Richard, Reading, Builder. April 4 at 11 at the Upper 

Ship Hotel, Readirg. C eed, Reading 

Taylor, James, and James Edwin Taylor, Fareham, Southamp‘on, 
Ironmongers, April 3 at 2 at the Royal Oak Hotel, Queen st, Portsea 

Verey, William, Hartwell, Buckingham, Farmer. April4dat 3 at the 
George Hotel, Aylesbury. Reader, Gray’s inn sq 

Wadsworth, John Edward, Derby, Hosier. April 10 at 3 atjoffices of 
Briggs, Amen alley, Derby 

Ward, Wiliiam Charles, Dutham, Solicitor. April 2 at 3 at the County 
Hote!, Durham 

Wattleworth, Robinson, Whitehaven, Camberland, Watchmaker, April 
5 at 2 at offices cf Mason, Duke st, Whitehaven 

Webb, Edmund, Sh'ore, Surrey, Carpenter. April | at 12 at the County 
and Borough falls, Guildford. Geach, Guildford 

Whalley, Charles, Blackburn, Ale and Porter Merchant, April 2 at 3 
at offices of Brothers, Exchange Plage, Blackbara 

Williams, Timothy, Llandovery, Carmarihen, Butcher, April2 at 12 
at the Curriers’ Arms, Castle st, Llandovery. Morris, Carmarthen 

Wilson, James Charles, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Artist. April 4 at 1l 
at offices of Bond, Grainger st, West, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Wiltshire, James, Pontypridd, Glamorgan, Boot Maker. Aoril 3 at 
4.30 at the Clarence Hote’, —— John Jones, Cardiff 

Winfield, William, Nottingham, Flour Merchant, Mar 27 at 12 at 
offices of Wells and Hind, Fletcher gate, Nottingham 

Winklee, Orlando, and William Jones, Birmingham, Jet Mount Manu- 
facturea, Mar 30 at 10.15 at offices of Kast, Cherry st, Birmingham 

"ae, James, Leeds, Draper. April dat 12 at offices of Rooke and 
Midgley, White Horse st, Boar lane 

Yorke, William Reginald, Manchester, Cumoxt Merchant. April 9 at 11 
at offices of Hodgron, Tib lane, Manchester 


April4 at 1! at 





——o_—_—— 


Young, Mary, Bristol, out of business, April 10 at 11 at offices 
Meeres, Nicholas st, Bristol, WZ f 

Young, William, Worcester, Baker. April 4 at 12 at offices of Knott, 
Foregate st, Worcester 


TosspayY, Mar. 20, 1878. 

Acock, George Thomas, Oxford, Contractor. April 17 at 2 at the 
Great Northern Hotel, King’s Cross. Maliam. Oxford 

Adutt, Leon Murco, and Robert Clarke Mansfield, Mark lane, Agents. 
April 16 at 2 at offices of Cox and Palmer, Railway approach, London 
bridge. Montagu, heer aged 

Almond, Thomas, Kirkgate, Wakefield, Innkeeper. April 8 at 3 at 
the Royal Hotel, Wood st, Wakefi-ld. Lodge, Wakefield 

Anudsley, Frederick James, Leeds, Commisson Agent. April 5 at 11 
at offices of Hardwick, Infirmary st, Leeds 

Appleton, Thomas, Widnes, Lancashire, Grocer. April 10 at 3 at 
Fe of Gibson and Bolland, South Joun st, Liverpool. ey, 

idnes 

Austin, William Shenstone, Belgrave mansions, Grosvsnor gardens, 
Saddler. April 11 at 1 at offices of Russell, Westminster chambers, 
Victoria st 

Bannister, Samuel Horn, Clareborough, Nottingham, Bread Dealer. 
April 12 at 11 at offices of Marshall and Co, Chapelgate, East Ret- 
ford. Metca'fe, East Retford 

Barns, John. East Stonehouse, Devon, Boot Manufacturer. April 9 
at 11 at offices of Elworthy and Co, Courtenay st, Plymouth 

Barnshaw, Thomas William, Blackfriars rd, Horse Dealers’ Breiks- 
man. Mar 30 at 3.30 at <0, New Bridge st. Metcaif 

Bicknell, George Henry, Huntingdon, Innkesper. April 10 at 11 at 
offices cf Maule and Burion, Huntingdon 

Brice, George, Bristol, Licensed Victualler. April 8 at 3 at offizes of 
Lewis, Guildhal!, Broad st, Bri-tol. Hobbs, Bristol 

Brown, Francis, Wellington, Somerset, Boot Maker. 
offices of Sibley, Exchange west, Bristol 

Bubb, George, and John Williams, Pendleton, Lancashire, Builders. 
April 5 «t 2 at the Bull Hotel, Church st, Preston, Edwards, Man- 
chester 

Buckler, John, and George Bass, Leicester, Leather Merchants. April 
15 at 3 at offices of Harvey, Selborns buildings, Milistone lane, 
Leicester 

Buckmann, Frederick Henry, Lawton rd, Mile End rd, Farrier. 
April 16 at 3 at 20, Great Tower st. Sorrell and Son, Great Tower st 

Burus, Joseph, Farnworth, Lancashire, Builder. April 3 at llat 
offices of Walker, Nelson sq, Bolton 

Camp, Thomas, Derby, Wheelwright. April 8 at 1! at 18, Wardwick, 
Derby. Hextall, Derby 

Carter, John, Lakesend, Norfolk, Shopkeeper, April 8 at 12 at offices 
of Welchman and Carrick. Upwell : 

Churchi!l, John Berjamin, New Swindon, Wilts, Confvctioner. April 
11 at 12 at offices of Ormond, Victoria st, Swindon 

Claytcn, Thomas Fleming, Leeds, Woollen Merchant. Apri! 10 at 3 
at offices of Routh and Co, Royal Insuranca baildiags, Park row, 
Leeds. Clarke 

Cocksedge, Charles William, and William Symons, Qucen Victoria st, 
Warehousemer. April li at 1 at offizes of Hughes, St Benet place, 
Gracech rch st 

Cook, R'chard William Jackson, Cleethorpes, Lincoin, Lodzing hous3 
Kerper. April 3 at 4.30 at the Royal Hotel, Cleethorpe rd, Great 
Grim by. Summers, Hull 

Coop, Wi liam, Blackpool, Hotel Keeper. April 10 at3 at offices of 
Sale and Co, Booth st, Manchester 

Cou'son, George Archer, Copford, Essex, Farm:r. 
offices of Prior, Head st, Colchester 

Cowdery, Alexander, Gerrard st, Soho, Electro Gilder. 
at offices of Teanby, Carter lane, Doctors’ commons 

Cox, Fdward Beaumont, Wigmore st, Cavendish sq, Cheesemonger. 
April 8 at 3 at offices ot Young, Newgate st 

Cragg, Robert, Carcolston. Nottingnam, Nurseryman. April 8 at 11.30 
at offices of Dowson and Wright, Weekday cross, No:tingham 

Creyke, William, Harrogat>, Corn Dealer. April 12 at 12 at offices of 
Wilkinson, St Helen’s sq, York 

Crompton, George, Blackburn, Cotton Manufacturer. April 6 at 11 at 
the Victoria Hotel, Fishergate, Preston. Radclitfe, Blackburn 

Cummings, James Richardson, Blyth, Northumberland, Slate Mer- 
chant. Apri! 9 at 11.30 at offices of Davison, Newgate st, Morpeth 

Cummins, Hemsley ‘William, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Tripe Preparer. 
April 6 at 11 at offices of Hopper, Grainger st, Newcastle-upoa-Tyns 

Da Costa, Francis Albert, Priory villas, Kilburn, out of business. 
April 8 at 3 at offices of Lawes, Basinghall st} 

Dann, Peter, Roman rd, O.d Ford, Baker’s Saopman, 
offices of Palmer, Charles sq, Hoxton 

Dixon, Muson, Kingston-upon-Hull, Boo'maker., April 6 at 11.39 at 
the Queen’s Hotel, Wellington st, Leeds. Summers, Hull 

Dodds, James Hugh, West Auckland, Durham, Edge Tool Manu- 
facturer. April 9atll at offices of Proud, Market p'ace, Bishop 
Auckland 

Edge, Thomas Henry, New Normanton, Derby, Pork Butcher. April 
11 at 3 at offices of Close, Corn Market, Derby 

Edwards, George, Wednesbury, Butcher. April 5 at Il at offices of 
Bill, Bridge st, Walsall 

Ellis, Jonas, Beyton, Sufflk, Grocer, April 12 at 
Hotel, Bary St Edmund*, Walpole, Bury St Bimun 

Enser, George, Jamaica st, Stepney, out of business. April 9 at 3at 
offices of Aird, Eastcheap 

Evans, Edward Charles, Tirphil, Glamorgan, Surgeon. Apri! 9 at Lt 
at offices of Jones, Philharmonic chambers, St Mary st, Cardiif 

Fletcher, Samue!, Lang'ey Mill, Derby, Grocer, April lo at Hat 
offices of Thurman, Bath st, Ilkeston 

Foley, John, Oldbury, Stafford, Brickmaker, April 9 at 12 at the 
. oe Western Hotel, Monmouth st, Birmingham, Corbett, 

orcester 

Freeman, Walter, Gloucester, Grocer, April 9 at at offices of Haines, 

St John's lane, Gloucester 


Goodchild, Frederick, Royal Leamin Spa, Warw Doctor of 

: Medicine, April 8 at 1) at offices ~ 5 o~ Dedhord ck Leam- 
ington . 

Goody, Edward Coleman, Meltham, York, Cotton Manufacturer. 
= 10 at 12 at offices of Laycock and Co, Lion arcade, Hudders- 


April 8 at 2 at 


April Sat 12 art 
April 4 at 10 


April $ at 3.at 


11 at the Angel 
ds 
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Goodman, John George, Birmingham, Coal Dealer. April 5 at 3 at 
offices of Jaques, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Goss, Bernard, Prestor, Corn Merghant. April 9 at 3 at offices of 
Thompson, Lone st, Preston 

Gouls, Joshua Andrew, Pendleton, Lancashire, Commission Agent. 
= 9 at 10.30 at the Nelson Tavern, Wellington rd, Asht:n-under- 


C) 
dues Charles, Northampton, Currier. April 8 at 2.30 at cffices of 
Wright, Belvoir st, Leicester 
Greenhalgh, Ralph, Little Bolton. Lancashire, Draper. April 9 at 10 
at offiees of Fielding, Bowker’s row, Bolton 
Greenhalgh, Samuel, Starling, Lancashire, Innkeeper. April 3 at 3 at 
6, Garden +t, Bury. Anderton, Bury 
Greensmith, Richard, Nottingham, Butcher. Apzil 16 at 12 at offices 
of Whittingham, Exchange walk, Nottingham 
Griffiths, Oliver, Gloucester, Journeyman Printer. Apri! 10 at 3 at 
offices of Jaques, Cherry st, Birmingham 
Guthrie, Peter, Newcastle-npon-Tyne, Innkeeper. April 10 at2 at 
cfices of Joel, Newgate st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Innkeeper, April 
10 at 2 st offices of Joel, Newgate st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Harper, Algernon Hilton, High st, Kensington, Accountant. April 11 
at 3 at offices of Boydell, South sq, Gray’s inn 
Harris, Hugh, Hunslet, Ycrk, Wheelwright. April 10 at 2 at offices of 
Ward, Bank st, Leeds : 
Hayman, Frank, Exeter, Coachbuilder. April 9 at 11 at the Cannon 
si Hotel, Cannon st. Gidley 
Henderson, George, Harton, Durham, Farmer. April 5 at 3 at offices 
of Rennoldson, King st, South Shields 
Hendly, Walter Willism, Bidford, Warwick, Farmer. April 12 at 12 
at offces of New and Co, Bridge st, Evesham 
Hills, Henry, Ramsgate, Butcher. April 10 at 1 at the Bull and 
George Hotel, Ramsga‘e. Delasaux 
Hilton, Joseph Wilson, Greenbeys, Manchester, Bookseller. April 10 
. 11 at offices of Whitt, King st, Manchester. Whitehead, Mun- 
chester 
Hives, Amelie, Derby, Grocer. April 13 at,11 at 18, Wardwick, 
Derby. Hextsll, Derby 
Hodgetts. Alfred, Birmingham, Wine Merchant. April 9 at 12 at offices 
of Sou hall and Co, Waterioost, Birmingham 
Hooson, Jeseph, Hulme, Draper. April 5 at 3 at offices of Eltoft, King 
st, Manci ester 
Hopkins, Thomas, Gravesend, Tvb.cconist. April 10 at _3 at offices of 
Gramshaw, King st, Gravesend 
Hossfeld, Charles, Bowling green lane, Clerkenwell, Printer. April 10 
at 1 at 52, Charlotte st, Fitzroy sq. Busby, Bedford row 
Jay, Charles, Sittingbourne, Kent, Siddler. April 15 at 1 at the Great 
Northern Hotel, King’s cross. Page, jun, Lincoln 
Johnson, John, Farnworth, Lancashire, Furniture Broker, April 9 
at 11 at offices of Fielding, Bowker’s row, Bolton 
Johnson, Thomas George, Birmingham, Butcher, April 8 at 3 ‘at 
offices of Jaques. Cherry st, Birmingham 
Jones, Ellis, Sankey bridge, nr Warrington, Lancashire, Grocer. April 
6 at 11 at offices of Stratton and Rudland, Queen st, Wolverhampton 
Jones, Joseph, sen, and Joseph Jones, jun, Tilstone Milis Cheshire, Corn 
Millers. April 8 at 3 at offices of Lupton, Harrington st, Liverpool 
Kemp, Francis, Saddington, Leicester, Farmer. April 10 at 12 at 4, 
New st, Leicester. Toller and Sons, Leicester 
Kenyon, Alfred, Leeds, Dyer. April9 at 3 at offices of Teale and 
Appleton, Trinity st, Leeds 
Knight, William, Bow rd, Bow, Oilman. April 6 at 10.15 at offices of 
Hicks, Globe rd, Mile End 
Lance, Herbert Silver, Dorchester, Licensed Victualler. April 18 at 
12 at offices of Collirs, Abbey churchyard, Bath 
Lever, Thomas, Maidenhead, Berks, Boot Dealer. April 16 at 12 at the 
Great Western Hotel, Praed st, Paddington, Britton, Maidenhead 
Lewis, Evan, Porth, Glamorgan, Butcher. April 8 at 11 at the 
Clarence Hotel, Pont . Jones, Cardi 
Lewis, John, Birmingham, Retail Brewer’ April 5 at 12 at offices of 
Maher and Poncia, Temple street, Birmingham 
Lowe, William Henry, Nottiogham, Whip Manufacturer. April 15 at 
12 at offices of Belk, Middle pavement, Nottingham 
Maddison, George, Burnopfield, Darbam, Provision Merchant. April 
5 at 11 at offces of Stanford, Collingwood st, Newcastle-zpon-Tyne 
Mainzer, William, Mark lane, Wine Merchant. April 2 at 2 at 3, 
Crown court, Cheayside. Martin, Fenchurch st 
Mann, Francis, Barnsley, Boot Manufacturer. April 10 at 4 at offices 
of Rideel, Chronicle chambers, Barnsley 
Marriott, Christopher Bradley, kemsgate, Poulterer. April 5 at 3.30 
at the Bull and George Hotel, Ramsgate. Edwards 
Marsh, Thomas, Newark-upon-Trent, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler. 
April 8 at 12 et offices of Be’k, Middle pavement, Nottinzham 
Middleton, Jcseph, sen, Tachbrooke, Warwick, Farmer. April 4 at 12 
& offices of Overell and Son, Warwick st, Leamington 
Morgan, Thomas, Britonferry, Glamorgan, Grocer. April 8 at 12 at 
Dy ffryn chambers, Neath. Kempthorne and Son 
Newman, John, Worcester, Baker. April 5 at 11 at offices of Frederick 
x -— ae tt, Avenue House, the Cross, Worcester 
6 , 


Paulet, Gateshead, Darbam, Boot Daalsr, April 6 at 

il at offices of Joel, Newgate st, Newcastie-upon-Tyne 

Ogden, Joseph, Oldham, Labourer, April 15 at 3 at Falstaff Ho‘el, 
Mai ket place, Manchester. Harris, Manchester 

Owen, Catherine, Ruthin, Denbigh, Iankeeper. April 10 at 12 at 

oe —— neta ab + romeng Adams, per 
atien, eru ildizgs, Gray’s ino, licitor. April 17 at 
3 at offices a Lawrance and Co, Old Jewry chambers ‘ 

Pendle.en, Richard, Middleton, Lancashire, Hat Trimming Manufac- 
turer. April $ at 3 at offices of Smith and Boyer, Brazennose st, 
Manchester 

Pyman, Frederick Arthar, and Ferdinand Aguiler, Great Tower st, 
Wine Merchan's. April6at12 at Guildvall Tavern, Gresham st. 
French, Cratched Friars 

Beaves, Hephzibah, and William Reaves, C.ventry, Brush Manufac- 
turers, April i] at 3 at officss of Davis, Hay lane, Ccventry 

Redmill, John, Selthura-by-the-Sea, Yovk, Grocer. April 10 at 3 at 
offices of Todd, Surtees st, West Hastiepool 

Rider, Jobn Frederick, New Wortley, Leeds, out of business. April 
5 at 3 at offices of Walker, East parade, Leeds 

Boss, Joseph Robert, Gravesend, Commission Agent. April § at 12 at 
Ciices Of Strickland, Wisdmill st, Gravesend, Peake, Eastcheap 





* a 
Rowlston, Henry Kemp, Nottingham, Hay and Straw Dealer. 
15 at 12 at offices of Whittingham, Exchange walk, Nottinghans 
vin, Joseph John, cares Birmingham, Journeyman Joiner, 
April 5 at 11 at offices of Foster, Bennett's hill, Birmingham 
Seager, James Wright, London rd, Enfield Town, Oilman. April 9 at 
3 at offices of Lovering and Co, Gresham st. Rumney, Enfiald 
Seeger, Henry, Go'dinzton crescent, Camden Town, a Foreman of 
Saw Mills, Aprii 8 at 3 at offices of Trengrouse, Gracecharch st 
Sharp, Alfred, Evesham, Wercester, Tailor. April 5 at 12 at offices of 
New and Co, Bridge st, Evesham 
Sherwood, Charles, Wallis Down, Dorset, Road Contractor. April 
at 3 at offices ot Travers, King st, Poole 
Smart, George Thomas Keedwell, Wainfleet All Saints, Lincoln, Clothier 
April 6 at 2 at Red-Lion Inn, Boston. Thimbleby and Son, Spilsby 
Smithson, Francis William, Wakefield, Provision Merchant. April 3 
at 3 at offices of Watson, Grent George st, 8 
Stanton, Samuel Lear, Bilston, Stafford, Grocer. April 5 at 11 at offices 
of Rudland, Wolverhampton 
Stoner, Joseph, Whittingham, Lancashira, Farm2r. April 12 at2 af 
offices of Cunliffe and Watson, Winckley st, Preston 
Stott, Walter, Everton, nr Liverpool, Hosier. April 8 at 8 at offices 
of Collins and Co, Union court, Castle st, Liverpool 
Symes, James Hoare, Bridport, Dorset, Saddler. April 8 at 2at Grand 
Hotel, Bristol. Roberts 
Taylor, George, Frood, near Wrexham, Grocer. April 8 at 1 at offices 
of Hughes, Regent st, Wrexham 
Tubbs, John Comley, Berwick st, Soho, Brushmaker, April 8 at 3 at 
offices ot Priestley and Co, Cheapside. Miles, King st, Cheapside 
Turner, Edward Shepherd, Todmorden, Lancashire, Corn Miller, 
April8 at 3 at the Acelphi Hotel, Liverpool. Addleshaw and War 
burtcn, Manchester 
Vogt, Andreas, Oab'e st, St George’s east, Pork Butcher. Apri I4 at 
3 at 19, Worship st, Firsbury. Fenton, lighgate 
Walton, Joseph, Hyde, Cheshire, Fruit Salesman. April 10 at 3 at 
offizes of Brooks and Co, Reynard st. => 
Wardrobe, William, Kingston-upon-Hull, Butcher. April 8 at 12 
at offices of Stead and Sibree, Bishop lane, Kingston-upon-Hall 
Watling, George, Butterland st, City rd, Coach Builder. April 15 at 
11 at offices of Page, Newington Batts 
Watscn, Edward Johnson, Jewin st, Warehouseman. April 4at3 at 
the Guildhall Coffee House, Gresham st. Harris, Finsbury circus 
Waywel!, Richard, West Leigh, Lancashire, General Hardware 
Dealer. April 9 at 3 at offices of Taylor and Sons, Boad st, Leigh 
Wentworth, Josepb, Cambridge, Auctioneer. April 8 at 12 at offices 
of Peed and Turner, Bank buildings, Benet st, Cambridge 
Wheeler, Walter, Birmingham, Contractor. April 4 at 10,15 at offices 
of East, Cherry st, Birmingham 
Whi lie, Janet, West Hartlepool, Millinsr. April 5 at 12 at offices of 
Graham, John st, Sunderland 
Whitehead, Joseph, Heckmondwike, Boot Dealer, April 11 at 3 at 
offices of Sykes, Ing’s grove, Heckmondwike 
Whiiteker, John, William Henry Whittaker, John Thomas Whittaker, 
and Richard Place, Bolton, Cotton Manufacturers. April8 at 3 at 
offices of Best and Connor, Lower King st, Manchester 
Wigfield, Thomas, jun, Rotherham, York, Grocer. April 6 at 11 at 
the Temperance Hall, Howard st, Rotherham, Pott-r and Browa 
Willians, Jotn, Mold, Flint, Ironmonger. April 5 at 3 at the Hen and 
Chickens Hvutel, Birmingham. Kelly and Keene, Mold 
Wilson, John, and Alfred Oldroyd, Staiacliffe, nr Dewsbury, Yarn 
Spinners. April 9 at 10.30 at offices of Ridgway and Ridgway, Union 
st, Dewsbury 
Wilson, Robert, Bishop Auckland, Spade Manufactarer, April 5 at3 
at offices of Proud, Market place, Bishop Auckland 
Wilson, Thomas, Newcast!e-upon-Tyne, Warehouseman, April 8 at2 
at offices of Pybus, Dean st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Woodhead, John Hemingway, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Bailder. April 
9 at 2 at offices of Turner, Grainger st, Newcast!c-upon-Tyno 
Wooley, Elizabeth, Greasley, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler, April 
18 at 11 at offices of Belk, Middle pavemen', Nottingham { 
Wor lock, Edward, Tormarton, Gloucester, out of business, April 
12 at offices of Brittan and Co, Small st, Bris:ol 


SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 

Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of tha Finest Quality, with the 
excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it ‘‘ the most nutritious, perfectly digestible 
beverage for Breakfa t, Luncheon, or Supper, and invaluable for 
Invalids and Children.” 

Highly commended by the entira Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixturo, it suits all palates, 
keeps better in all climates, and is four times the strength of cocoas 
THICKENED yet WEAKENED with starch, &o., and In REALITY CHEAPER 
than such Mixtures, 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful to a Break- 
fast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

CccoaTINA A La VAMNILLE is the most delicate, digestible, cheapest 
Mere Chocolate, and may be taken when richer chocslate is pro 

i 








ted. 
In tin packets at 1s, 64., 38,, &c., by Chemists and Grocers. 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCHWEITZES & CO., 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 
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PAINLESS DENTISTRY. 
MR, G. H. JONES, 
SURGEON DENTIST, 


57, GREAT RUSSELL-STREET, LONDON 
(Immediately opposite the Britis: Museum), 
Has cbtained Her Majesty’s Royal Letters Patent for his perfectly 
less syster of adapting 
(Prize Medal, London and Paris) 
ARTIFICIAL TEETH sy ATMOSPHERIC PRESSURE. 
Pamphlet Gratis and Post-free. 
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(Incorporated by Royal Charter, a.p. 1720.) 
FOR FIRE, LIFE, AND MARINE ASSURANCES, 
Head Office:—No. 7, ROYAL EXCHANGE, LONDON, E.C, 




















Governor—EDWARD BUDD, Esq. 
Sub-Governor—MARK WILKS COLLET, Esq. 
Deputy-Governor—WILLIAM RENNIE, Esq. 

























Gough Arbuthnot, Esq. A. C. Gu q 

a oert ‘Burn cathe” nis Huth, Esq. 

William T. Brand, Esq. Henry J. B. Kendall, Esq. 

Major Gere Sammpbel, eg. Capt, BW. belly RAN 
2B. ‘Dewhurst, Esq. David Powell, _ 





















Ryrie, 
Robert Gillespie, Esq. David P. Sellar, Esq. 
Howard Gilliat, Esq. ; d Seymour. 
Henry Goschen, Lewis A. Wallace, Esq. 
Edwin Gower, Esq. Pea B. Watson, Esq. 
Solic: 

Messrs. Johnsons, Upton, Budd, & Sass Collyer-Bristow, Withers, 

Atkey, 20, Aus! ‘ E.C. . & Russell, 4, Bedford-row, wc. 











NOTICE is hereby given that the fifteen days of grace allowed for 
renewal of Lady~day Policies will ill expire on oth. April. 


The ee invite applications for for Agencies for the Fire and Life 
oeetenes, copies of the Fire, Life, and Marine Accounts, and all 


other information can be had on application. 
JOHN P. LAURENCE, Secretary. 


UARDIAN FIRE AND LIFE OFFICE. 
11, Lombard-street, London, E.C. 
Established 1821. Subscribed Capital, Two Millions. 
DIRECTORS. 
Cuarnman—G. J. Shaw Lefevre, Esq., M.P. 
Deruty-CHaimMaN—Richard M. Harvey, Esq. 


Henry Hulse Berens, Rt. Hon. John G. Hubbard, M.P. 
Henry Bonham-' Carter, Frederick H. Janson, Esq. 
Beaumont W. Lubbock, Esq. 






























































John B. Martin, 
Sir Walter R. Farquhar, Bart. iy. John rewee eee 
Alban G. H. Gibbs, . gh se 
James » Esq. 





Goodson 
Archibald Hamilton Esq. han nd Talbot +) M.P. 
Thomson Hankey, Esq. -y MP. Henry Vigne, es, ‘ 


Manacer oF Finz Derantuent—F. J. Marsden. 
ActTuaBY anv SscreTany—T. G. C. Browne. 







Share Capital at present paid up i invested .. petty 000 
Total Funds, about... ce wee 2,961, 1000 
Total Annual Income upwards OL us ane oe ae 440,000 






N.B.—Fire Policies which expire at Lady-day should be renewed 
at the Head Office, or with the Agents, on or before the 9th of April. 


LERIOAL, MEDICAL, AND GENERAL LIFE 
ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 
138, St. James’s Square, London, 8.W. 
City Branch; Mansion House Buildings, E.0. 
FINANCIAL RESULTS, 









































The Annual Income exceeds .. oe oo Ty ee £279,000 
The Assurance Fund is over .. es £2,107,000 
The New Policies in the last year were 544, assuring se $303,115 
The New Annual Premiums were .. ee ee £9,692 
The Total Claims by Death paid, amount to. ee ee ee £3,736,794 
The Subsisting Assurances and Bonuses amount to ee $6,356,262 








DISTINCTIVE FEATURES, 
Credit of half the first five Annual Premiums allowed on whole-term 
Policies on healthy Lives not over 60 years ears of age. 
Endowment Assurances granted, without Profits, payable at death 
ron attaining a specified age. 
Tovalid Lives assured at roe proportioned to the risk. 
Claims paid thirty days after proof of death. 


BONUS. 

The Reversionary Bonus at the Quinquennial Division in January, 
WT (amounting to £357,014), averaged 50 r, cent., and the Cash 
Bonus 30 per cent., on the Premiums paid in the ars. 

The Next Division of Profits will take place AX ‘anuary, 188%, and 
Persons who effect New Policies before the end of June next will be 
cond at that Division to one year’s additional share of Profits over 


trants, 
REPORT, 1877. 

The (3rd Annual Bape Ey issued, and the Balance Sheets for the 
year ending Jane 380, 1877, as re ndered to the Board of Trade, can be 
Obtained at either of the Boclety’s Offices, or of any of its Agents, 

GEORGE OUTOLIFFE, Acrvary anp Ssoretary. 










































































MMISSION. 
10 per cent. on tho First Fang and 5 per cent. on Renewals, is 
alowed to Solicitors, The Commission will be continued to the person 


whet sing the — bres reference to the channel through 








MHE LONDON ASSURANOE. 





LY” REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
SOCIETY. 


24, LINCOLN’S-INN-FIELDS, W.C. 





Cuarnman—Alfred H. Shadwell, Esq. 
Derory-Cuammman—H,. Cecil Raikes, Esq., M.P. 
Reversions and Life Interests purchased. Immediate and Deferred 
Annuities granted in exchange for Reversionary and Contingent In- 


Loans may also be obtained on the security of Reversions. 
Annuities , Immediate; Deferred, and Contingent, and also Endow- 
ments granted on favourable terms, 


Prospectuses and Fo of Proposal, and all further information, may 
be had at the office, aut 
CO. B. CLABON, Secretary. 





In. the High Court of Justice, Chancery Division.—In the Matter of the 
Com Acts, 1862 and 1867, and in the Matter of the Langham 
Rink Company Limited). —By the Official Liquidator, with 
the approbation of the Master of the Rolls, to whose Court the said 
Matters are attached, and with the concurrercs of the Mortgagee. 
A valuable and highly ee nee Building ~. }--y vacant posses= 
sion, occupying an un ented area of 17,000 superficial 
immediately facing the ham Hotel, Seceaenie 10,000 feet of 
which are held direct from the Crown, having important frontages 
to Regent-street and Riding House-street, with a right of way into 
Great Portland-street, inc! the ions thereon, the Portland 
Bazaar, and the stabling. It is believed a much larger area msy be 
for by private treaty. The importance of the situation 
cannot be over-estimated. The position is unrivalled for the erection 
of residential bers, hotel, theatre, club house, public hall, pan- 
technicon, or any other —e requiring an extensive area, 
centrally situate in a great West-end fare, part held for for 
43 years unexpired, and part for 14 years, at £514 per annum. 


R. BEAL has been fayoured with instructions fo 
SELL by AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, i 

City of London, on WED NESDAY, APRIL ‘the 17th, at TWELVE _ 

ONE o’clock, in one lot, the above valuable and important PROPERTY, 
ee plans, and conditions of sale may be obtained of 

BROAD, Esq., Official Liquidator, 35, Walbrook, E.C.; 

H. EDMANDS, Esq. +» Solicitor, o Bedford-row, W.C. ; 

5 P. PONCIONE, Esq., Solicitor, 5, Raymond-buildings, Gray’s- 


ip, W.C. ; 
at the Merle and at the Anctioneer’s Offices, 20, Regent-street, S.W. 


E 











PIRBRIGHT, SURREY. 


To Brewers and others.—Valuable Copyhold Investment, comprising 
the Fox Inn, Two Cottages, and Land, in all about three thnee aera. 


ESSRS. WM. FAREBROTHER & OO. will 
SELL, by AUCTION, at the WHITE HART HOTEL, Guild- 
poo on SATURDAY, APRIL 20:h, 1878, at FOUR o'clock, a valuable 
(ALL COPYHOLD ESTATE, situate facing the high road to Guild- 
ford, and comprising the old-established Fox Inn, with stables, 
Piggeries, and garden ; also two cottages and closes of excellent 
pasture and orchard land, possessing a double frontage of 800 feet to 
the high road ; the whole com prising three acres, or thereabouts, now 
producing £23 per annum, but estimated to be worth £50 per annum. 
Fall particulars, with plans, may be had on the premises; at the 
White Hart Hotel, Guildfurd; the Oatlands-park Hotel, Weybridge ; of 
THOMAS WHITW ELL, Esq., Solicitor, 15, King-street, Cheap- 
8i 
and of the Auctioneers and Land Agents, 167, Strand, W.C. 





ABSOLUTE SALE BY ORDER OF TRUSTEES. 


Freehold Ground-Rents, amounting to £250 anaum, 
secured upon 63 houses and a plot of land at Fulkaa, prodaciag r: 
rentals of over £1,700 per annum, offering to Trustees and others a 
safe and improving investment. 


MESS. HARMAN & MATTHEWS are instructed 
to SELL, without reserve, by order of — by foe 

at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on TUESDA 

1878, at TWO o’clock z procieny, & most nes ~ a ‘valuable estate 

FREEHOLD GROUND-RENTS, 


amou re —_ 
amply secured upon 63 Nolan bei Nos. 1 to He and to 61 ( 
numbers inclusive), Coomer-road, and Nos. 1 to 33 (odd), and 4 to 44 
(even numbers inclusive), Estcourt-roa ; also upon two residences 
— as x Leong | ne a ape land let ona es —. 
ment for 99 years. whole estate being most compactly situate. 
known as St. John’s Estate, North End, Fulham. 
Particulars ant conditions of sale may be obtained skortly of 
——- ., F. HUDSON, MATTHEWS, & 00., Solicitors, 33, 
cklersd 


ary, 
at the Mart; or of the ‘Aueti ‘oneers, 35, Walbrook, B.C. 





BY ORDER OF EXECUTORS. 

Net Income of £54 15s, per annum, arising out of the KENTISH 
ARMS Wine and; Spirit-vadlts, Mabied Barton-creacent, 
Held from the Skinners’ Company for 23 years, and let for whole 
term, less 10 days. 


R. WALTER KNIGHT will SELL 
AUOTION, at the MASONS’ HALL, MASONSAvENUE 
co AN-STREET, on TUESDAY, APRIL.9, at ONE o'clock, the 
LEASE OF THE “ADVE ROPERTY. 
Can be viewed, dese of tenant, A cards of the Auctioneer, also 
— and sale; and of 
Messrs, ALLE Ne SC SON, 17, Carlisle-street, Soho-square, 
Auction Qfices, 104, Groat Ruseell-atreet, Bloomsbury, 





| 
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¢ da AGRA BANK (LIMITED). 
Established in 1833.—Capital, £1,000,000. 

HEAD OFFICE—NICHOLAS-LANE, LOMBARD-STREET, LONDON. 
Brancues in Edinburgh, Calcutta, Bombay, Madras, Kurrachee, Agra, 
Lahore, Shangh ai, Hong Kong, 

Current Accounts are kept at the Head Office on the terms cus- 
tomary with London bankers, and interest allowed when the credit 
balance does not fall below £100. 

" Deposrrs received for fixed periods on the following terms, viz. :— 
At 5 per cent. per annum, subject to 12 months’ notice of withdrawal. 
For shorter periods deposits will be received on terms to be agreed 


- upon, 


Brxts issued at the current exchange ofthe day on any ofthe Branc he® 
of the Bank free of extra charge ; and approved bills purchased or sen 
for collection. 

fares anp Purcwasys effected in British and foreign securities, in 
East India Stock and loans, and the safe custody of the same under- 
taken. 

Interest drawn and army, navy, and civil pay and pensions realized 

Every other description of banking business and money agency, 
British and Indian transacted. J. THOMSON, Chairman. 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON & FARMER'S 
TAST of ESTATES and HOUSES to beSOLD or LET, inclnding 
Landed Estates, Town and Country Residences, Hunting and Shooting 
Quarters, Farms, Ground Rents, Rent Charges, House Property and 
Investments generally, is published on the first day of each month, 
and may be obtained, free of charge, at their offices, 80, Cheapside, E.C., 
or will be sent by postin return for two stamps,—Particulars for insei= 
tion should be received not later than four days previous tothe end 
of the preceding month. 


53 PER CENT. DEBENTURES. 
NATIONAL MORTGAGE AND AGENCY COMPANY OF 
NEW ZEALAND, LIMITED. 
TaustTees—Charles Magniac, Esq., 3, Lombard-street, B.C, 
Archibald Orr Ewing, Esq., M,P., of Batlikinrain, N.3B. 








" Cuammman—Henry R. Grenfell, E-q., 27, Upper Thames-street, E.C. 


Bankezs—Meessrs, Smith, Payne, & Smiths ; 
Bank of Scotland, 


The Company RECEIVES MONEY on LOAN, for which it ISSUES 


DEBENTURES bearing interest at 44 per cent. for 3 years, 5 per cent. 


for 5 years, and 54 per cent. for 7 years, payable half-yearly by coupons, 
which are attached to the Bonds. 


Full information and Application-Forms can be obtained at the Oce 


the Company. 
37, Lombard-street, London, E.0, J. W. LEONARD, Sec, 


DVERTISING.—C. H. MAY & CO., GENERAL 
ADVFRTISING OFFICES, 
78, Gracechurch-street, London, E,C. Established 1846. 
Advertisements received for irsertion in all newspapers, &c. 
Estimates for General Advertising. Special and very favourable 
terms quoted for a series. 
C. H. MAY & CO. also receive advertisements addressed to their 
offices, without extra charge. 








LONDON —— (published by authority) and LONDON a 
OUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT OFFICE. 
No. i. CHANCERY LANE, FLEET STREET. 
ENRY GREEN, Advertisement Agent, begs to 
direct the attention of the Legal Profession to the advantages 
cf his long experience of upwards of thirty years, in the special in- 
sertion of all pro forma notices, &c., and hereby solicits their continueé 
support.—N.B. One copy of ad vertisement only required, and the strictest 
care and promptitude assured. Officially stamped forms for adverstise 
ment and file of ** Leadon Gazette” kept, By apnointment. 


EDE AND SON 
ROBE MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial Bench 
Corporation of London, &c, 

SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS, 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSRBL’S DITTO, 
CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS, XC. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


AN IMPORTANT CONVENIENCE TO LAW WRITERS AND 
SOLICITORS, 








STEPHEN 


SCARLET INK For STEEL PENS. 


Tela ink te bg yaegt by peel pens; it s 4 most brilliant and per- 
manent colour; it can be used upon parehment, and is consequentl 
“— t vane bp solicitors ane reer erage ge , 

in stone bottles, by all stationers, at 1s., 2s., 38., and 7s, 6d 
ach; and in glass botties at 6d. and 1s. each, ata 





MR. HOLDSWORTH’S NEW BOOK, 
In large Crown 8yo, 640 pages, price 7s. 6d. 


THE PRACTICAL LAWYE 


A Handbook cf Legal Information on all Subjects of Int t 
Importance in the various relations of life. By W. A. HOLDSWQ 
Esq., of Gray’s-inn, Barrister-at-Law, Author of “ The Law of e 
lord and Tenant,” ‘* The County ant Guide,” “ The Law of Wills 
Executors,’’ ‘ Parish Law,” &e. 

GEORGE RouTLevGe & "hens; The Broadway, Ludgate, 


NE PENNY PER FOLIO. ABSTRAC 
ONE PENNY PER FOLIO. Bills of Costs, z 
ONE PENNY PER FOLIO, Briefs, 
ONE PENNY PER FOLIO. Fair Copy. 
Hooper & Sons, 69, Luégate-hill. 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER, 
WHOLESALE AND RETAIL STATION] 
192, Fleet-street, and | & 2, Chancery-lane, London, E.G, © 
Carriage paid to the Country on Orders exceeding 205 


Drart Paper, 5s., 6s. 6d., 7s. 6d., 7s. 94.,and 9s. 9d. per ream, 
Brier Parrr, 15s. 6d., 17s, 6d., and 23s. 6d. per ream, 
Footscap Paper, 10s. '6d., 14s. 6d., and 18s. 6d, per ream. 
CREAM-LAID Note, 3s., 4se, and 5s. per ream. 

Large Caeam-Laip Note, 4s. 64., 68. 6d., and 8s. per ream, 

Larges Buve Nore, 3s, 6d., 4s. 6d., and 6s. 6d. per ream. 

ENVELOPES, CREAM OR BuveE, 38, 9d., 4s. 6d., and 6s. 6d. per I 

Tue “ Tempie’’ ENVELOPE, extra secure, 9s. 6d. per 1000, 

FooiscaP OrFiciAL ENVELOPES, Is. 9d. per 100. 

ParTeipes & Coorer’s Vettum Wove Civs-Hovse Nore, 9g, 
ream. Thisincomparable Paper has raised up a host of 
imitations. Purchasers are particularly requested to ob 
each sheet bears the fac-simile water-mark, ‘PART! 
COOPER’S VELLUM-WOVE CLUB- HOUSE PAPER, a 
which none is genuine, 

INDENTURE SKINS, Printed and Machime-ruled, 28. 5d. each, 
doz., 135s, per roll, 

ve OR FOLLOWERS, Ruled, 2s. 1d, each, 243, per dozen, 
roll. 

RecogDs 0B MeMOBIALS, 8d, each, 7s, 6d. per dozen, 


Ledgers, Day Books, Cash Books, Let'er or Minute 
An immense stock in various bin dings. 


The Companies Acts, 1862 & 


Every requisitc onder the above Acts supplied on the short 

















The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 
MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION speedil 
in the properform for registration and distribution. SHA 
TIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and printed. 0 
SEALS designed and executed. No charge for sketches, — 
pinics Fee Stamps Railway Registration Forms. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CQ, 

(Late ASH & FLINT), ae 

Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &e., 49, ee 
street, London, E.C. (corner of Serjeants’-inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


MUCH TIME AND WORRY SAVE 
BY SORTING YOUR PAPERS INTO : 
STONE’S PATENT BOXES AND CABI 


** Exceedingly usefal.”—*' Standard.” 
Sold by Stationers everywhere. Illustrated Catalogues post-free 
HENRY STONE, MANUFACTURER & EOTRETEM BANBU 
1 Sizes can be seen 
18, CRANBOURNE-STREET, LEIOESTER-SQUARE 1 


ALKER’S ORYSTAL CASE WATCHES # 
superseding all others.—Prize Medals, London, 1862 
1867. Gold from £15 15s,; Silver from £6 6s,—68, aah 
Regent-street ; 76, Strand, 


[HE CENTRAL LAW JOURNAL, a quarto of 
pages in each number, is published weekly in St. Louis 
fresh, vigorous, varied, and Lion gmeng affords toits su! 
very latest information in regard to important decisions in State 8 
Federal Courts es before their publication elsewhere; fi 
proms and gereral legal news; is, in short, a law library in 
cad What it oe tn ‘purports to. be, © legal 
y 8, fact, what it pu » & legal new! per,” 
Justice Waite, United States aprons Os urt. - 
“ It is of great service both tothe a and the jadge.”— 
J. P. Bradley, United States Supreme Oourt i 
‘*T should much regret to forego the cents instruction and plessuart 
I have derived from it. Aside from the miscellancous content of ¢ 
Journal, which are always readable, the large number of recent 
which it farnishes, in authentic shape, and much in advances of ti 
regu , makes it of great practical) use to the pro : 
—Francis Hilliard, Worcester. 
“It is seldom that a new journal in any field is a 
start, to achieve so decided a success, and none ever deserved 
—Hon. Thomas M. , Ann Harbour, Mich, 
Subscription price, § dols. per annum, Bound, vol. 1 (1874), 5 dob 














